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Abstract
The requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act require that schools are accountable
for the outcomes of all students. Response to Intervention (RtI) provides a framework to
assist in the actualization of this goal. This educational reform effort requires
dramatically different functioning on the part of all school personnel, particularly
teachers. In order for this model to be successful, researchers must acknowledge the
primacy of teacher level factors, such as beliefs and attitudes related to core components
ofRtI.
The purpose of this study was to examine the core beliefs of elementary-level teachers
relative to foundational components of RtI, including service delivery, assessment
practices, core instruction, intervention, and special education eligibility. A survey design
was utilized to explore beliefs of teachers in districts implementing RtI, compared with
those who are not implementing RtI. Results indicated that teachers in districts
implementing RtI were more likely than teachers in Non-RtI districts, to agree that using
student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more accurate than using
only "teacher judgment." Neither group felt that core instruction was effective enough to
result in 80% of students achieving benchmark in reading and math. Additionally, both
groups felt that students with high-incidence disabilities were not capable of achieving
grade-level benchmarks. Limitations, implications for practice, and recommendations for
future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) aimed to improve the
performance of schools by establishing high expectations and accountability for all
students, including children with disabilities, English language learners, and students
from low socioeconomic backgrounds (NCLB, 2001). NCLB is founded on the belief that
setting high standards and establishing measurable goals will improve individual
outcomes in education and close the achievement gap for disadvantaged and disabled
students. To monitor the progress of these goals, results from statewide assessments are
disaggregated by race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, English Language Learner status,
and disability status when determining whether or not a school has met Annual Yearly
Progress (A YP). The Act is ambitious, with a requirement that 100% of students within a
school district reach the same state standards in reading and math by 2014. Additionally,
NCLB promoted an increased focus on research-based practices in the area of reading,
with a requirement that schools use scientifically based programs to teach children. More
specifically, the Reading First grant program of NCLB requires that schools base their
activities, services, and professional development on scientifically based reading
research.
Although NCLB stipulates that schools are held accountable for the outcomes of
all students, school districts are charged with the task of critical decision-making
regarding the manner by which schools can achieve this goal. In order to address how to
improve upon students' existing achievements, educational policymakers must first
discern those factors which may have prevented students from achieving grade level
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standards. To this end, current research indicates that the traditional educational system
does not respond to students with diverse learning needs, because instructional options
are typically limited to two categories: general education and special education (Batsche
et al., 2008). Unfortunately, for more than a quarter of a century, policy and practice
have perpetuated programming in which general education is separate from special
education. Hence, a plausible belief may be that students who are not achieving grade
level standards should immediately be referred for special education services, with
minimal attempts to provide research-based interventions before they fail to respond to
the core curriculum (Burdhette, 2007).
Relying on special education programming to provide services to underachieving
students is thought by researchers and practitioners alike to be an ineffective approach
(President's Commission on Excellence in Special Education [PCESE], 2002). Starting
with the Education of the Handicapped Act of 1975, federal law that dictates eligibility
for special education services created criteria for Specific Learning Disability (SLD)
identification that relied on a discrepancy between achievement and intellectual ability in
order for students to qualify for additional support. The use of this discrepancy model
dictates a "wait to fail" model of service delivery, because students were required to wait
until the gap between them and their peers widened enough (often 1 to 3 years) so that
there was a significant discrepancy between cognitive ability and academic achievement
in order to qualify for special education services (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006).

In 2002, PCESE published a report that outlined the failures of the traditional
model, including: (1) minimal recourse for parents whose children are not making
adequate progress, (2) little emphasis on prevention and intervention, (3) identification
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methods that lack validity (leading to overrepresentation of minorities, English Language
Learners, and students from low socio-economic backgrounds) (Donovan & Cross,
2002), (4) an educational system that is focused on bureaucratic compliance instead of
student outcomes, (5) a pressure of litigation that does not allow schools to fulfill their
mission of educating every child, (6) teachers who are not highly qualified in instructing
our most at-risk students, (7) a system that does not always embrace or implement
established evidenced-based practices, (8) a bifurcated system of general and special
education, which leads to a lack of shared responsibility for students, and (9) a system
that often fails students with disabilities, resulting in identified students not graduating
from high-school, thus struggling to find employment, and lacking post-secondary
opportunities. The committee made three major recommendations to address the shortfaIlings of the traditional model (pCESE, 2002). The first major recommendation was to
focus on student outcomes, not on process and litigation. The mission is to educate and
serve the needs of every child. The second major recommendation was to embrace a
model of prevention and early intervention using research-based instructional strategies.
The final recommendation was for regular education and special education to share the
responsibility of all students, particularly those with disabilities.
Because of the aforementioned limitations of the ability-achievement discrepancy
model, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA),
modified the process for identification of SLD by permitting school districts to use a
Response to Intervention (RtI) model as an alternative identification approach. RtI is a
multi-tiered framework that is designed to provide early intervention for students who are
struggling within the general education curriculum. Batsche et al. (2008) have defined RtI
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as "the practice of (a) providing high quality instruction/intervention matched to student
needs and (b) using learning rate over time and level of performance to (c) make
important educational decisions" (p. 5).
Rtl is an educational reform movement that is not limited to the process of
identifying students for special education services. Implementation of this model will
require dramatically different functioning on the part of professionals involved in
educational systems, including administrators, support staff, boards of education,
superintendents, and teachers (Howell, Patton, & Deiotte, 2008). Change in schools is
dynamic and there are reciprocal influences, because changes in broader systems (e.g.
district and state) have an impact on the local system (e.g. the school), and consequently
its subsystems (e.g. teachers) (Ervin & Schaughency, 2008). This will require schools to
dissolve the cultural and structural barriers between regular education and special
education and create an atmosphere of collective responsibility for all students (Buffom,
Mattos, & Webber, 2009).

Statement of the Problem
Given the mandates set forth in NCLB and the requirements inherent in
implementing RtI, there is a significant need to translate educational research into
educational practice, as well as to assess the degree to which educational innovations are
sustained in the classroom (Gersten, Chard, Baker, 2000). In order to see this process
fully realized from start to finish, schools must make changes only after "readiness" is
achieved and the school has the capacity to fully implement the strategies with integrity
and fidelity (Curtis, Castillo, & Cohen, 2008). Fixsen, Blase, Horner, & Sugai (2009)
define readiness, as "a developmental point at which a person, organization, or system
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has the capacity and willingness to engage in a particular activity" (p. 1). Because
teachers playa central role in facilitating student learning over their careers, research
must focus on the degree to which RtI will result in sustained, improved teacher practice.
A review of the literature on RtI reveals that school reforms focus on changing systemwide teacher practice, with little consideration for individual factors that may mediate
this process, such as teacher beliefs (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Buffom et aI.,
2009; Glover & DiPerna, 2007) .
Gersten, Chard, & Baker (2000) make the distinction between structural
innovations and core of teaching innovations. Structural innovations target noninstructional changes and require knowledge about school culture, availability of
resources, time commitments, scheduling, and administrative support. Conversely, core
of teaching innovations directly target instructional practices and require knowledge
about teacher level factors, such as attitudes, and beliefs about the innovation. Clearly, in
order to be implemented successfully, both structural and teacher level factors must be
considered when implementing RtI. Unfortunately, many explorations of RtI have
focused on structural components with minimal attention toward teacher level factors.
The importance of teacher level factors must not be minimized, given the fact that
the passage of NCLB and the RtI movement both require that teachers are held
accountable for the academic outcomes of all students, including students at-risk (e.g.
students with disabilities, second language learners, and students from impoverished
backgrounds). The premise for both of these movements is that all students can achieve
essential academic skills. In turn, this begs the question: Do teachers believe all students
can learn? Some research suggests that there are teachers who believe that some students
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will never master all of the basic skills in reading and mathematics, despite the most
intensive efforts from teachers (Brousseau & Freeman, 1986). The teacher attitude
toward intervention effects on student outcomes, or more specifically, the gains resulting
from high expectations and the damage caused by low expectations, has been well
documented (Good, 1987). In further support of the importance of teacher level factors,
Marzano (2003) has found that teacher variables have a more significant impact on
student achievement than any other school factor (i.e. school climate, schedule,
administrative leadership, and pressure to achieve) and is second only to factors related to
the student's home life.
Understanding teachers' views of their own principles of education will be helpful
in order for researchers to view their practices through this lens. Given the responsibility
that teachers and schools have for all children to achieve basic skills in reading and math,
it is critical to explore the manner in which these underlying teacher beliefs influence
specific instructional behaviors that help to promote such academic achievement. The
outcomes of research in the area of RtI indicate that this framework can be successful
under clear circumstances (Burns, Appleton, and Stehouwer 2005). Teachers are the
primary implementers of academic interventions across three tiers and they are the
school-based professionals specifically trained in the delivery of academic instruction. It
is, therefore, posited that if teachers can incorporate these practices comfortably into their
existing belief systems, RtI can be a worthwhile endeavor (Nunn & Jantz, 2008).
Although research supports school systems' use of RtI, it is essential that all preexisting conditions, including school culture are well understood in order to incorporate
new strategies. Educational reform is often met with limited success because of a lack of
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understanding and/or consideration of systems functioning and of change principles
(Sarason, 1990). One critical factor in considering feasibility for systems change involves
the core beliefs that teachers hold regarding roles and responsibilities of educators and
their impact on student performances. Pajares (1992) states, "Attention to the beliefs of
teachers and teacher candidates should be a focus of education research and can inform
educational practice in ways that prevailing research agendas have not and cannot" (p.
307). Moreover, research indicates that beliefs are frequently developed early in teachers'
careers and are often difficult to change (Parajes, 1992). Therefore, it is vital that we
assess not only the core beliefs of teachers, but also those factors of Rtl implementation
which may affect the malleability of those beliefs in order to align them with the
necessary reform practices.
Purpose of Study
The primary purpose of this study is to survey the core beliefs of teachers related
to the implementation of a Response to Intervention model, including teacher satisfaction
with the model. In order for Rtl to be a realistic means to an end for enhanced student
academic performance and a leveling of the playing field for at-risk populations,
understanding how to align teachers' beliefs with effective practice will be critical. In this
study, a survey design will be utilized to explore core beliefs of teachers related to
foundational components of Rtl such as assessment practices, core instmction,
intervention, and special education eligibility determination.

8
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Response to Intervention
"Reading is the most important work of childhood and yet as many as one in five
children struggle to learn to read, with consequences extending beyond childhood into
adult life" Shaywitz, 2005, p. 12). This is an alarming statement, because reading is an
enabling skill that has impact on personal, social, and economic outcomes for students
(Stanovich, 1999). Children who have strong reading skills are more likely to have
positive life outcomes, such as future academic success and employment opportunities,
than students with poor reading skills, who are likely to experience negative life
outcomes such as school dropout and unemployment (Howell et aI., 2008). Fortunately,
almost all (95%) of students who receive early intervention and research based
instruction can and will learn to read (Foorman, 2003). Further, researchers conducting
brain-based studies show that evidenced based reading interventions can normalize the
brain activity of struggling readers (Simos et. al., 2002). As a result of these findings, and
NCLB and IDEIA policy, RtI has received significant attention as a systematic and data
based method for efficiently allocating resources in order to improve learning for all
students (Burns & Gibbons, 2008).
A foundational component of RtI is the implementation of a multi-tier model for
assessment and intervention. RtI targets all students, not only those who are identified as
at-risk. Frequently, service delivery within an RtI model is based on a three tier

RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION

9

framework (Sugai & Homer, 2006). Therefore services are provided along a continuum,
with all students receiving class wide instruction supports and select students receiving
interventions that vary in their levels of intensity (Glover & DiPerna, 2007).

Figure 1. Pennsylvania's Three-Tiered Response-to-Intervention Model.
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Tier one, often referred to as the "core program" is a scientifically research-based
instructional program that is aligned with state standards and is provided for all students.
Instruction at this level should be differentiated to match individual student needs and
prerequisite skills with activities that provide an appropriate instructional match (Burns &
Gibbons, 2008). Assessment is a core component of Rtl that allows educators to identify
whether or not instruction and intervention are improving student skills. Within an RtI
framework, teams use progress monitoring tools to identify and target students who may
be at-risk for reading difficulties. Initially, teachers and support staff conduct a
benchmark assessment or universal screening in order to obtain baseline data to inform
decisions within the RtI model. Typically, this universal screening is conducted three

RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION

10

times a year: in the fall, winter, and spring. The analysis of universal screening data
allows teams to determine the effectiveness of the core curriculum and identify students
who will need additional intervention. Batsche et aI. (2008) suggest that if less than 80%
of students in general education classes do not meet desired benchmarks, then the task of
the school is to improve the overall curriculum and instructional program. Therefore
interventions at Tier 1 are directed toward the whole class and the focus is on bringing
large-scale change to classroom instructional procedures. Conversely, if 80% or more of
students are reaching benchmark, school teams may hypothesize that the foundational
program is effective and that students who are not meeting skill expectations may
proceed to Tier 2 or Tier 3 for more individualized intervention (Batsche, et. al 2008).
This model of service delivery is based on a medical model triage system first
seen during the Napoleonic Wars. Essentially, needs were matched to resources and
soldiers were sorted, based on the severity of their symptoms (Howell et aI., 2008). These
decisions were based on a brief evaluation of patients' presenting problem(s) and vital
signs. Similarly in education, the RtI triage model utilizes screening, assessing,
diagnosing, and prescribing interventions to address the student's area of academic need.
In order effectively to assess, diagnose, and prescribe interventions for students,
schools must use tools that are: (l) sensitive to change, (2) educationally meaningful (i.e.
reliable and valid), and (3) time efficient (Stecker, Lembke, & Foegen, 2008).
Curriculum based measures (CBM) are one form of progress monitoring that effectively
meet all three of these conditions. CBM can gauge student growth in basic skills (i.e.
reading, writing, and math) using a specific set of procedures (Deno, 1985). Historically,
curriculum based measures have been used to monitor the achievement of students
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receiving special education services (Deno, 1985). More recently, such assessments have
been used for regular and special education students to measure individual growth over
time.
One CBM that is frequently used to measure student growth and development in
the area of reading is the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS)
(Good & Kaminski, 2002). The DIBELS are a set of ten brief (one minute) measures that
are designed to assess the acquisition of early literacy skills from kindergarten through
sixth grade (Good, Gruba, & Kaminski, 2002). Administration and review of DIBELS
data allow teachers to assess the performance of all students (i.e. universal screening),
and also frequently to monitor the progress of students who are receiving specific
interventions. The DIBELS were developed to assess the five "big ideas" of reading (i.e.
phonemic awareness, alphabetic principle, accuracy and fluency with connected text,
vocabulary development, and comprehension) as outlined by the National Reading Panel
(NRP, 2000). These findings from NRP have significant implications for intervention and
assessment, because they provide a clear, research based focus for instruction.
Research indicates that teams may expect that approximately 20% of students will
not be successful in Tier 1 despite a quality core curriculum and will need supplemental
instruction at Tier 2, and that 5% of students will require intensive intervention at Tier 3
(Burns & Gibbons, 2008). Interventions delivered in Tier 2 are supplemental to the core
curriculum and can be developed through a standard treatment protocol (Vaugh, LinanThompson, & Hickman, 2003) or through a problem solving model (Deno 2002;
Kovaleski 2002). The standard treatment protocol utilizes curriculum based measurement
probes and frequent comparisons of at-risk students to normative data to determine their
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rates of skill acquisition (Hale, Kaufman, Naglieri, & Kavale, 2006). Interventions are
often scripted or highly structured and are delivered for fixed intervals of time. The
problem solving model also emphasizes the use of frequent monitoring and scientifically
based instruction, but suggests increasingly individualized interventions for nonresponsive students as they progress through the tiers of intervention (Hale et aI., 2006).

In reviewing the use and outcomes of the problem solving and of standard
treatment protocol approaches, Batsche et al. (2008) advocate for teams to utilize a
combination of both treatments. More specifically, they suggest the use of a problem
solving model initially to analyze individual student need, then the use of a standard
protocol intervention to address the student's specific area of need. Once a student is
identified for intervention at the secondary level, teams should conduct Instructional
Level Assessment (ILA) to determine those specific skill(s) that should be addressed
during the intervention, as well as to determine how far behind a student is with regard to
curriculum benchmarks (Hopf & Martinez, 2006). Determining a student's instructional
level allows teams to develop interventions at the student's level, as well as to set goals
and monitor progress to determine the student's response to intervention.
Interventions at Tier 2 are generally delivered in small groups (six to eight
students); progress is monitored frequently (biweekly) and instructional strategies are
modified, based on student response. The tool used to monitor progress at Tier 2 is often
the same measure used for universal screening at Tier 1, when it is designed to assess,
briefly, key target areas. Formative and summative evaluation helps team members
decide whether or not the student is displaying meaningful progress. Students who
respond to the intervention and meet grade level benchmarks are transitioned and fully
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integrated within Tier 1, with recommendations for the types of instructional supports
that have been found to be successful for the students.
Students who do not display meaningful progress are often referred for more
intensive intervention and possible evaluation for eligibility for special education
services. Despite high quality instruction at Tier 1 and supplemental interventions at Tier
2, approximately 5% of students may be expected to continue to struggle with reading
and require Tier 3 intervention (Mathes et al., 2005). Typically, Tier 3 intervention
involves more highly intensive services than previous tiers, because interventions are
longer term, occur in smaller groups or individually, and require more frequent progress
monitoring (Batshce et al., 2008). Interventions at Tier 3 should provide instruction
planned specifically to address student needs and frequent analysis of progress
monitoring data to inform instructional decision making. Interventionists at Tier 3 should
be highly trained, special education teachers or reading specialists. The intensity and
frequency that is required at Tier 3 should dictate a minimum of sixty minutes of
intervention, in addition to the core curriculum. Tier 3 interventions should be intensive
enough to provide students with a reasonable opportunity to meet grade level
expectations (Buffom et al., 2009). Interventions at the tertiary level may occur in regular
or in special education. However, due to the flexibility that is required to intensify
instruction (e.g. time needed to modify and deliver specially designed instruction),
students at Tier 3 may be referred for a multidisciplinary evaluation to determine
eligibility for special education services (Denton, Fletcher, Anthony & Francis, 2006).
Pennsylvania guidelines for identifying students with a specific learning disability
(SLD) indicate that students either demonstrate an ability-achievement discrepancy or fail
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to demonstrate an adequate rate of improvement within a response to intervention model
(Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2008) in order to meet criteria for special
education support. Some researchers have supported the use of an Rtl only approach for
identifying students with specific learning disabilities (Kovaleski, 2003). However, others
argue that utilizing this approach may not meet the definitional requirements of SLD
under IDEIA, because this approach does not allow districts to determine whether or not
the child's failure to respond to intervention is the result of "a disorder in one or more of
the basic psychological processes," a core component of the definition of a specific
learning disability (Hale et aI., 2006; Fiorello, Hale, & Snyder, 2006). A best practices
approach may be to integrate the information gathered regarding the child's response to
intervention with a comprehensive evaluation of psychological processes in order to
develop individualized programming and targeted interventions to address specific areas
of need (Hale et aI., 2006).

Data Based Decision Making
Schools implementing Rtl require a support structure to analyze assessment and
implementation data. Collaborative strategic planning (CSP) is a team-based approach
that has been developed, allowing schools to analyze data in a team format (Curtis &
Stollar, 2002). The primary use for this model is to facilitate the collection and use of
student outcome data within a three-tiered or Rtl model. Hence the key features of CSP
are well aligned with the foundation for implementation of a comprehensive Rtl model,
including: data-based decision making, scientifically based research, academic and
behavioral supports across three tiers, culturally responsive practice, and administrative
leadership (Stollar, Poth, Curtis, & Cohen 2006).
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The CSP model involves several steps, but essentially occurs in two stages:
problem solving at the systems-level followed by problem solving at the specific-issue
level (Stollar et aI., 2006). For the purposes of this paper, these stages will be outlined
within the context of an RtI model for reading. The first activity in the systems-level
stage is to identify the problem, utilizing student outcome data. Examples of outcome
data may include DIBELS universal screenings, curriculum based measures, district
literacy measures, and state achievement data. An example of a problem identification
statement might be "We expect 80% of our first grade students to read 50 correct words
per minute in grade level material in the spring. At this time, only 65% of our students
meet that goal."
The second step at the system-level stage is to analyze the degree to which the
research based system features are in place via team surveys. Several implementation
checklists have been developed to assist teams in determining if items that are considered
critical to the RtI process are in place (Burns & Gibbons, 2008; Howell et al.,2008;
Brown-Chidsey & Steege; 2005). Through analyzing team surveys, members of the
planning team are able to begin the third step at the systems level, in which the team
identifies and prioritizes strengths and needs that should be addressed. This analysis leads
team members to the fourth step of the process, which is systems-level goal setting. To
develop goals for the system, team members select two or three priority needs and
develop an action plan to address each need. For example, if team members indicate that
parent involvement is not present within their current RtI model, they may develop an
action plan to address this need. Once an action plan is developed for priority needs, team
members implement each component (step five) and evaluate the effectiveness within
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one year (step six). The team then uses the data from their action plan as the data for the
problem identification step during the following year. The model is cyclical and an
expectation is that teams will continue to revise and evaluate their action plans until
student outcome goals are achieved (Stollar et aI., 2006).
The systems-level stage may be conceptualized as the problem solving process for
the broader implementation of the RtI model, in which stage two is used to address a
specific issue identified in stage one (the CPS process) (Stollar et aI., 2006). For example,
if the problem identified in stage one indicates that the majority of students (80%) are not
meeting benchmarks in the area of reading, the team may then go through the specificissue problem solving process to address this area of need. Team members begin by
operationally defining the problem, specifying the goals of the problem solving process,
and by beginning to verify the extent of the problem and generating hypotheses for the
reasons why the problem is occurring (Stollar et aI., 2006).
After the problem is operationally defined and the team has generated hypotheses
about the reasons why the problem is occurring, the team may move on to problem
analysis, which explores the reasons for the discrepancy between the expected number of
students who should meet the benchmark and the actual percentage of students who are
meeting grade level standards (Stollar et aI., 2006). This is also referred to as a gap
analysis. During this stage, teams explore data and confirm or reject hypotheses related to
the discrepancy between what is observed and what is expected. Within an RtI
framework, this may involve exploring the core curriculum and ensuring that the core is
being implemented with fidelity (Stollar et aI., 2006).
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Teams set an observable and measurable goal as the third step in the CSP process.
For example, the district may set the following goal: "By the end of a two year period,
80% of students in grades first through third will meet DIBELS benchmark goals." Plan
development and implementation is the next step and may include supplementing the
core curriculum, providing professional development in the area of early literacy
instruction, and frequent monitoring of student progress. In order for this step to be
successful, it is imperative that team members develop a plan of action that reflects
accountability for completion (i.e. who, what, when) (Curtis & Stollar, 2002). Finally,
the plan evaluation stage utilizes formative and summative assessment data to determine
whether or not the goals of the problem solving process and intervention have been met.
This stage also facilitates conversation about how the process was qualitatively received,
as well as any modifications/changes that should be made (Stollar et aI., 2006).

Evidence Based Interventions
NCLB and the recent amendments of IDEIA 2004 indicate that schools need to
use evidence-based practices and interventions when instructing students (BrownChidsey & Steege, 2005). Interventions are considered evidence-based if their efficacy is
demonstrated by a credible body of scientific work. The U.S. Department of Education
Institute of Education Sciences National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional
Assistance (U.S. Dept. of Ed. IES) (2003) provides guidelines to help schools evaluate
whether or not a treatment approach should be considered an evidence-based intervention
(EBI). Specifically, these guidelines indicate that intervention research should have
quality, well-designed and implemented, randomized, controlled studies with
interventions implemented in a typical school setting. That said, the report also notes that
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few studies meet this "gold standard" of research rigor; therefore, educators are directed
to use group comparison studies with good rather than strong design, when the groups are
closely matched.
In order to address the dearth of research related to evidence-based interventions,
researchers in the field of school psychology have developed a task force to "identify,
review, and code studies of psychological and educational interventions for behavioral,
emotional, and academic problems and disorders, for school age children and their
families" (Krachtowill & Shernoff, 2004, p. 35). The task force highlights four challenges
in the adoption of EBI' s into practice settings from experimental research, including, (1)
the diversity of criteria used to consider an intervention evidenced based, (2)
transportability issues of EBIs from research to practice, (3) the use of "clinical
judgment" rather than research support when evaluating interventions, (4) a lack of preservice training on what constitutes evidence based practice and intervention. Ultimately,
the task force advocates for researchers, trainers, and practitioners to share the
responsibility of the development and implementation of EBI' s.

Maintenance of Procedural Integrity
Accurately measuring and understanding student response to intervention is
predicated on the implementation integrity of evidenced based interventions at each tier
(Glover & DiPerna, 2007). Given the important role that teachers play in the success of
academic interventions, it is best practice for a team to assess, critically, all facets of
intervention fidelity beyond simply assuming accurate treatment implementation. Low
treatment integrity may lead to inaccurate intervention data, resulting in a misalignment
of services and resources, referrals for unnecessary assessments, and/or inappropriate
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removal of a student from the general education setting altogether. Researchers
recognize that there are factors related to the adoption of EBI's that are not inherent to the
program, such as teacher beliefs, knowledge or skills. This highlights the social context
for which implementing a new initiative is implemented. Therefore it is critical to explore
individual characteristics that influence professional practice and service delivery.
Kovaleski (2007) proposes that the building principal should be responsible for
ensuring that the core curriculum and interventions are implemented with fidelity. He
observes that NCLB requires that schools use research-based practices and that principals
may need to shift from simply recommending that teachers implement interventions and
the core reading program with fidelity to, in fact, expecting teachers to make this shift
with clear administrative expectations and monitoring. At the same time, these efforts
require that principals support teachers with in-service training, as well as performance
feedback and consultation from support staff, in order to provide teachers with the tools
they need to learn and to implement new programs and strategies.
Because school-based teams typically assume that all staff are working in the best
interest of the child to improve their performances, teams may often assume that teachers
will adhere to the treatment protocol as it was intended. However, teachers often require
performance feedback as a necessary condition to maintain adequate treatment integrity.
Performance feedback has been extensively evaluated over the last ten years and is
thought of as a necessary component to ensure high levels of treatment integrity (Noell et
aI., 2000). Further, performance feedback has been shown to be effective in altering the
behavior of general education teachers (Noell, et aI., 2000) and special education teachers
(Codding, Feinberg, Dunn, & Pace, 2005).
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In addition to receiving individualized performance feedback, teachers will
require professional development in order for the new decision-making model to be
successfully implemented and sustained. RtI is a multifaceted approach that requires
significant change in the way that schools conceptualize and respond to student needs.
Krachtowill, Volpansky, Clements, and Ball (2007) identify two areas on which both preservice and in-service professional development should focus: (1) the conceptual,
practical, and methodological aspects of RtI and (2) the systemic change factors that
influence the process of implementing a new initiative.
With regard to pre-service training, it should not be assumed that programs
preparing professionals to function on school-based teams (e.g. graduate school courses
and teacher preparation programs) have provided the same amount or intensity of training
in the area of identifying and implementing EBI's for students in many areas. It should be
noted that many graduate programs in school psychology are not currently providing their
students with the necessary preparation in evidenced based prevention and intervention
(Shernoff, Kratchowill, & Stoiber, 2003). Further, researchers have also found that
faculty in school psychology graduate programs do not have the prerequisite knowledge
to train their students in these practices. Similar concerns have also been noted both in
regular and in special education teacher preparation programs (Begeny & Martens, 2006).
Marzano's findings (2003) that teacher level factors have a more significant impact on
student achievement than any other school factor should implore teacher preparation
programs to train their students more sufficiently in evidence based prevention and
intervention practices prior to their employment in school districts.
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Given the fact that pre-service professional development on Rtl may be variable
across employees, it is then critical for in-service professional development to help all
educators understand the underlying components of Rtl. In order to prepare staff for the
training and implementation of RtI, Brown-Chidsey and Steege (2005) recommend a
specific Rtl training plan that includes three main elements: (1) a schedule, (2) teacher
learning outcomes, and (3) indicators of teachers' mastery of Rtl methods. In order to
help staff know what is planned and what to expect, a schedule should be developed and
include the locations, times, topics, and duration of all planned Rtl sessions. As part of
each session, learning outcomes should be identified. These observable and measurable
goals outline the knowledge and skills that the teachers and staff with have as a result of
participating in the training session. In order to know if teachers have achieved these
learning goals, coordinators of professional development should assess mastery of
outcomes.

Systemic Change
The research on systems change and sustainability related to school improvement
is somewhat limited and has been focused at the conceptual or theoretical level (Glover &
Diperna, 2007). In line with this observation, Ervin & Shaughgency (2008) note that the
systems-change literature is complex and emerging, because researchers are still
attempting to determine those factors which facilitate or hinder the process of introducing
change.
According to Adelman and Taylor (2007),
Major school improvements require substantive change, and if the intent is
to leave no child behind, fundamental and essential improvement must
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occur in all schools. However, effective improvement on a large scale
cannot even be approximated as long as policy makers, education leaders,
and researchers continue to treat systemic change as an afterthought (p.
55).
Stringer (2004) also noted that such research is often irrelevant when applied to the daily
practices of schools. Practitioners are often faced with the challenge of translating
research into practice without clear, evidence-based guidelines for implementation.
Similarly, Glover and Diperna (2007) note that in order for multi-tiered service delivery
to be implemented with integrity, researchers and practitioners must work together to
identity key factors affecting systems change, and only then can teams develop and
implement research-based strategies to address these system level factors.
These concerns have prompted researchers to revisit the essential elements in
effective systems change efforts. In a review of the systems change literature, Stollar et
aI., (2006) indicate that the following factors may be related to failure of school change
efforts: the absence of a visionary leader (Fullan, 2003); provision of consultation by an
expert who is not a permanent member of the system (Fuchs, Fuchs, Harris, & Roberts,
1996); lack of ongoing professional development and onsite coaching (Hall & Hord,
2001); innovation which is inconsistent with the culture of the school (Ringeisen,
Henderson, & Hoagwood, 2003); and settings in which school personnel do not feel there
is a problem that needs to be addressed (Hall & Hord, 2001). In order to minimize these
challenges, Ervin & Schaugency (2008) recommend creating a "vision" of what the new
approach will look like for the school, emphasizing the benefits and clarifying the direct
relevance for all stakeholders. A foundational component for creating this vision is the
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involvement of all stakeholders in the change process. Stakeholders are defined as all
members of the system who will be affected by the change (Curtis, Costillo, & Cohen
2008).
Clearly, teachers are stakeholders in the system, yet change efforts are often
thought to involve everyone but the classroom teacher. Principals, administrators, and
school psychologists often notify teachers about new policies and procedures that they,
the teachers, will be responsible for implementing. As a result, confusion, frustration, and
resistance are likely to occur, significantly hindering the change effort. Curtis, Castillo, &
Cohen (2008) clearly state "All stakeholders should be involved in every aspect of
system-level change efforts, beginning with initial discussions regarding potential change
and continuing through implementation" (p.893).
The involvement of stakeholders will allow systems to create readiness. Creating
readiness is not a simple matter and requires that teams systematically build support for
the initiative. As previously defined, readiness is a point at which people, organizations,
or systems have the capacity and willingness to engage in change (Fixsen, Blase, Horner,
& Sugai 2009). Batsche (2009) posits the idea that educators are receptive to change

when two conditions are met: (1) teachers understand the need for the change, and (2)
they believe that they possess the necessary skills to implement the change or feel that
they have the necessary support for acquiring the skills. Unfortunately, despite the
importance of establishing readiness for successful implementation of systems change, a
review of the literature shows little research exploring readiness factors in relation to RtI
implementation.
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Role of Teacher Beliefs when Implementing Systems Change
In light of current research, gaining acceptance and commitment from teachers
prior to implementation is crucial but, unfortunately, it has been noted that activities at
the beginning stages of an innovation do not always change teachers' beliefs or bring
forth strong commitments from them (Jones & Hayes, 1980). Pajares (1992) defines
educational beliefs as, "Beliefs about confidence to affect student performance, about the
nature of knowledge, about causes of teachers' or students' performance, about
perceptions of self and feelings of self-worth, and about confidence to perform specific
tasks" (p. 316). To further clarify this definition, the distinction between beliefs and
knowledge should also be made, because the terms are often used interchangeably in the
literature. Essentially, knowledge is the cognitive outcome of a teacher's understanding
of known, objective facts; however, belief is the affective outcome, based on an
individual's evaluation and judgment of such facts (Pajares, 1992). Although a teacher's
body of knowledge of curricular content and the delivery method that is utilized playa
critical role in teaching, it has been suggested that beliefs are in fact stronger
determinants of teacher behavior (Nespor, 1987) and decision making (Ernest, 1989).
It has been hypothesized that beliefs play such a critical role in teacher practice

because of the lack of consensus about best practices for the teaching profession (Snider
& Roehl, 2007). Therefore teachers are required to rely on the beliefs and habits that they

have acquired from experience because they have not received empirically based
practices and principles through education and training. Slavin (1989) postulates that the
lack of an empirical foundation may be the reason for the endless cycle of fads that come
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and go in the teaching profession. In turn, this cycle has inadvertently elevated the
importance of teacher beliefs in education. The divergence regarding empirically based
practices is interesting in light of current reform initiatives which require teachers to use
scientifically based methods for instruction (i.e. NCLB). Consequently, Snider and Roehl
(2007) state that, "It is timely to investigate what teachers actually believe and to
determine if their beliefs are consistent with available evidence or conducive to initiatives
such as No Child Left Behind or Response to Intervention" (874).
Snider and Roehl's (2007) study focused on examining teacher beliefs about
teaching practices and current issues in education. Unfortunately, their findings were
similar to those beliefs from over twenty years ago because most teachers were
convinced that not all children can achieve basic skills. In fact, their results showed that
over one-half of teachers believe that despite their best efforts, outside factors (e.g.
learning disabilities, poverty) prevent students from learning basic skills. Snider and
Roehl (2007) astutely point out that the children for whom teachers believe these factors
prevent acquisition of basic skills is a sizable number of students; the total accounts for
25% of the school age population.
Teacher beliefs can significantly influence the extent to which teachers are willing
to make adaptations in their teaching approaches for students with learning difficulties
(Westwood, 1995). With regard to literacy instruction, teacher beliefs about how children
acquire literacy skills will influence their approaches to literacy instruction, including
their choices of materials and methods. This is particularly interesting in light of the need
for fidelity when implementing research-based reading programs, particularly for at-risk
students. To this end, Westwood, Knight, & Redden (1997), suggest that teachers'
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literacy practices are not likely to change as a result of training and professional
development unless teachers' beliefs about student learning are also changed.
In a qualitative case study examining preservice teachers' beliefs about teaching
struggling readers, Scharlach (2008) found that teacher beliefs about teacher efficacy and
responsibility influenced many teaching behaviors. More specifically, preservice teachers
who believed that they were capable of and responsible for teaching all of their struggling
readers to read, had higher expectations, accepted responsibility for student progress, and
provided support that allowed students to be active and engaged learners. Preservice
teachers who believed that they were not capable of or responsible for teaching all of
their struggling students to read had low expectations for their students and did not accept
responsibility for student progress. Consequently, teachers placed the responsibility for
lack of achievement on the student by citing poor behavior, low motivation, reading
disabilities, and low socioeconomic status as possible reasons for minimal student
progress. As a result of these attributions, teachers created passive learners by providing
excessive support for struggling students. The results of this study further validate the
need for surveying teacher belief systems prior to systematic change in order to estimate
change related outcomes accurately.
Zoniou-Sider and Vlachou (2006) discuss obstacles related to changing beliefs
within the context of two processes for change. In first order change, beliefs are left
unchallenged, because current practices are only adjusted to become more efficient. In
contrast, second order change directly confronts beliefs about current practices and leads
to new structures, roles, and goals within schools. In order to promote the effective
implementation of RtI, second order change will be necessary if teams are to understand
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how to implement this model effectively and with fidelity. Therefore, teams must actively
consider the role of teacher beliefs in the process of change when working to identify
how new methods for goal-attainment can benefit students via a teacher's professional
competencies.
Further complicating the process of systems change, it has been observed that
some staff members' beliefs can be rigid and unyielding. Some beliefs are difficult to
change and these persist even when scientific evidence is brought to bear that completely
discredits such belief systems. Pajares (1992) refers to Piaget's model of assimilation and
accommodation to describe how new evidence can be interpreted within individuals'
belief structures. During assimilation, the new information is incorporated into the
framework for pre-existing beliefs, but during accommodation the new information
cannot be assimilated and existing beliefs must be replaced. Clearly, accommodation
requires a more acute change and as a result, simply presenting teachers with evidence
that contradicts their beliefs will not result in change.
Aarons (2005) suggests that, when done well, professional development may, to
some extent, moderate cognitive-affective processes (such as core beliefs) and the
likelihood to practice change. This is a reasonable assumption, given that professional
development often focuses on initiating change in teacher beliefs, attitudes and
perceptions. It is thought that these changes will lead to specific change in classroom
practices, which will lead to improved student outcomes. Conversely, Guskey's (1986)
model of teacher change suggests that significant changes in teachers' beliefs and
attitudes occur after changes in student learning outcomes have occurred.
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Guskey (1986) postulates that effective staff development results in changes in
teachers classroom practices, which results in changes in student learning outcomes,
which results in changes in teachers' beliefs and attitudes. The assertion of this model is
that "teachers seldom become committed to a new program or innovation until they have
seen that the new practices work well in their classrooms with their students" (Guskey,
1986 p. 58). Accordingly, Guskey proposes that changes in teacher beliefs occur as a
result of changes in the learning outcomes of students, rather than beliefs themselves
being a vehicle for such change. Therefore, Guskey (1986) suggested three principles for
effective professional development: (a) recognize that change is a gradual and difficult
process for teachers, (b) ensure that teachers receive regular feedback on student learning
progress; and (c) provide continued support and follow up after the initial training.
Providing teachers with effective professional development will increase not only
feelings of effectiveness, but also self-efficacy beliefs. As self-efficacy increases,
teachers feel more empowered to effect change in student outcomes (Guskey & Passaro,
1994).

Summary
RtI has received significant attention because of the recent reauthorization of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, which allows schools to use RtI for
determining eligibility for special education services, as well as for the frequent
assessment and evidenced based practices requirements of NCLB 2001. Given this level
of attention, a significant amount of research has been generated surrounding the core
components of an RtI model, as well as implications for implementation of this model at
the school, district, and state level. Because teachers are often charged with implementing
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policy handed down by the administration rather than being included in the change
process themselves, data is needed to better understand current teacher beliefs about
current and future practices in order to inform decision-making and drive systems
change.
School-based teams must acknowledge the primacy of the teacher's role both in
implementing intervention protocols and in monitoring student progress over time, to the
degree that their knowledge and beliefs should be both well-understood and integrated
into the RtI process as naturally as possible. Hence, a more comprehensive understanding
of teachers' core beliefs will assist teams in effectively initiating and sustaining the use of
RtI model in their school.

Hypotheses
Question 1:
Will teachers who are implementing RtI hold more optimistic beliefs than teachers who
are not implementing RtI? Rtl implementation will be evidenced by the establishment of
a core team, universal screening three times per year, progress monitoring for students
receiving interventions, data analysis meetings, tiered interventions, and ongoing
professional development related to RtI.
Hypothesis 1:

It is hypothesized that teachers at schools who are implementing RtI will hold more
optimistic beliefs about assessment practices, core instruction, and intervention than
teachers at schools that are not implementing Rtl. Specifically, teachers who have been
implementing RtI will more strongly agree with the following questions on the beliefs
survey:
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I believe in the philosophy of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) even if I
disagree with some of the requirements.

III

Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the students
achieving benchmarks in reading.

«&

Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the students
achieving benchmarks in math.

III

Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning Disability;
Emotional Disturbance) who are receiving special education services are
capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general education
standards) in reading.

It

Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning Disability;
Emotional Disturbance) who are receiving special education services are
capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general education
standards) in math.

III

General education classroom teachers should implement more highly
differentiated and flexible instructional practices to address the needs of a
more diverse student body.

It

The use of additional interventions in the general education classroom would
result in success for more students.

III

Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would result
in fewer referrals to problem-solving teams and to placements in special
education.

RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION
•

31

Many students currently identified as "LD" do not have a disability; rather,
they came to school "not ready" to learn or fell too far behind academically
for the available interventions to close the gap sufficiently.

«I

Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more
accurate than using only "teacher judgment."

•

All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient
support.

Question 2:
Will teachers who have more optimistic beliefs, report more positive experiences with the
RtI model?
Hypothesis 2:
For schools already implementing RtI, it is hypothesized that teachers who have more
optimistic beliefs, as defined by agreeing or strongly agreeing with the statements listed
in hypothesis one, will report more positive experiences with the RtI model. Specifically,
teachers who have more optimistic beliefs will agree or strongly agree with the following
questions from the experiences with RtI portion of the survey:
fit

Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all students to
achieve basic skills in reading and math.

fit

Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students.

4&

Response to Intervention offers benefits for advanced students.

CD

Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students.

•

I've changed the way I teach since implementing Response to Intervention.
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I have access to professional development activities that I need in order to
implement Response to Intervention.

CD

I have access to necessary instructional materials that I need in order to
implement Response to Intervention.

•

I have sufficient administrative support to implement Response to Intervention.

Question 3:
Will teachers who have more optimistic beliefs feel more positively about the RtI model?
Hypothesis 3:
For schools not implementing RtI, it is hypothesized that teachers who have more
optimistic beliefs, as defined by agreeing or strongly agreeing with the statements listed
in hypothesis one, will feel more positively about the RtI model. Specifically, teachers
who have more optimistic beliefs will agree or strongly agree with the following
questions:
ED

Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all students to
achieve basic skills in reading and math.

4»

Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students.

4»

Response to Intervention offers benefits for advanced students.

•

Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students.

Question 4: Will teachers who feel that they have had comprehensive training in and
who use differentiated instruction have more optimistic beliefs than teachers who do not?
Hypothesis 4: It is hypothesized that teachers who indicate they have had comprehensive
training in and who use differentiated instruction as evidenced by ratings of agree or
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strongly agree, will hold more optimistic beliefs about assessment practices, core
instruction, and intervention than teachers who indicate that they have not received
training in differentiated instruction. Specifically, teachers who have had comprehensive
training in differentiated instruction will more strongly agree with the following
questions on the beliefs survey:
•

I believe in the philosophy of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) even if I
disagree with some of the requirements.

..

Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the students
achieving benchmarks in reading.

•

Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the students
achieving benchmarks in math.

e

General education classroom teachers should implement more highly
differentiated and flexible instructional practices to address the needs of a
more diverse student body.

•

The use of additional interventions in the general education classroom would
result in success for more students.

•

Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would result
in fewer referrals to problem-solving teams and to placements in special
education.

•

Many students currently identified as "LD" do not have a disability; rather,
they came to school "not ready" to learn or fell too far behind academically
for the available interventions to close the gap sufficiently.
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All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient
support.

Question 5:
Will teachers who have been teaching for fewer than ten years have more optimistic
beliefs than teachers who have ten or more years experience teaching?
Hypothesis 5:
It is hypothesized that teachers who have been teaching for fewer than ten years will hold

more optimistic beliefs about assessment practices, core instruction, and intervention than
teachers who have been teaching for ten or more years. Specifically, teachers who have
been teaching for fewer than ten years will more strongly agree with the following
questions on the beliefs survey:
"

I believe in the philosophy of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) even if I
disagree with some of the requirements.

"

Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning Disability;
Emotional Disturbance) who are receiving special education services are
capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general education
standards) in reading.

"

Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning Disability;
Emotional Disturbance) who are receiving special education services are
capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general education
standards) in math.
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General education classroom teachers should implement more highly
differentiated and flexible instructional practices to address the needs of a
more diverse student body.

•

The use of additional interventions in the general education classroom would
result in success for more students.

4&

Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would result
in fewer referrals to problem-solving teams and to placements in special
education.

It

Many students currently identified as "LD" do not have a disability; rather,
they came to school "not ready" to learn or fell too far behind academically
for the available interventions to close the gap sufficiently.

•

Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more
accurate than using only "teacher judgment."

•

All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient
support.

•

The goal of assessment is to generate and measure effectiveness of
instruction/intervention.

•

Graphing student data makes it easier for one to make decisions about student
performance and needed interventions.
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Definitions
Core Beliefs: Core beliefs are the most central beliefs that one holds, helping individuals
make sense of the world. They involve absolutes and definitives about the way things are.
Core beliefs are often rigid and global (Mennuti, Freeman, & Christner, 2006).

Data-Based Decision-Making: "The use of student data to guide the design,
implementation, and adjustment of instruction" (Pennsylvania Technical and Training
Assistance Network [PaTT AN], 2009).

Differentiated Instruction: "Instruction that matches the specific strengths and needs of
each learner" (PaTTAN, 2009).

Optimistic: Inclination to put the most favorable construction upon actions and events or
to anticipate the best possible outcome (Merriam-Webster, 2010).

Positive Experience: Having a good effect: favorable: marked by optimism (MerriamWebster, 2010).

Progress Monitoring: "Continuous measuring and comparing of student learning to
determine progress toward targeted skills with the purpose of appropriately adjusting
instruction" (PaTT AN, 2009).

Response to Instruction and Intervention: In September 2009, Pennsylvania began
referring to Response to Intervention as Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTII).
The purpose of the change was to promote the importance of an effective standards
aligned core curriculum for all students. It encourages school based teams to focus on
effective instructional practices and discourages school teams from implementing Tiers II
and III in the absence of a strong core curriculum (PaTTAN, 2009).
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD

Design
This survey study investigated the core beliefs of elementary school teachers
related to instructional practices and school reform. Core beliefs were treated as the
dependent (outcome) variable. For the purposes of data analysis, ratings of core beliefs
were assessed using a Likert scale, with one being equivalent to strongly disagree and
five being equivalent to strongly agree. RtI implementation status, satisfaction with
implementation, training and years teaching, were treated as the independent (predictor)
variables.

Participants
Respondents included elementary-level regular education and special education
teachers from sixteen school districts in Pennsylvania. Districts were chosen, based on
their RtI implementation status. Eight districts were implementing the RtI model and
eight districts served as comparison districts and were not implementing the model.
Districts were determined to be implementing RtI if all of the following components were
in place: establishment of a core team, universal screening three times per year, progress
monitoring for students receiving interventions, data analysis meetings, tiered
interventions, and ongoing professional development related to RtI. Districts were
matched, based on student enrollment. Middle and high school teachers were excluded
from this study, because RtI is primarily implemented in elementary schools. Teacher
email addresses were obtained from school websites, where they were publicly posted.
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The survey was emailed to teachers along with a cover letter (Appendix A), which
explained the purpose of the study and provided contact information for the principal
researcher and her dissertation chair.
Select demographic data for participants was collected including job description,
years of experience, number of years in current position, highest degree earned, year
highest degree was attained, percentage of students receiving special education services,
and RtI implementation status.

Materials
A survey instrument was developed for this study, based upon the Beliefs Survey
developed by Castillo (2009) to assess educators' beliefs about student learning and
service delivery (Appendix F provides a copy of the permission given by the developers
of the Beliefs survey for its use in this study). The Beliefs Survey was developed to
assess educators' service delivery philosophies and their beliefs regarding assessment
practices, core instruction, intervention, and special education eligibility determination.
The items within this survey measure educators' beliefs using the following Likert-type
scale:
1 = Strongly Disagree
2= Disagree
3= Neutral
4= Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
Content validity for this measure was examined by an Educator Expert Validation
Panel (EEVP), which was composed of a representative sample of educators including
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five general education teachers, two special education teachers, three school
administrators, two school psychologists, two guidance counselors, two social workers,
one reading specialist, one behavior specialist, three district administrators, and three
program supervisors. Panel members were asked to provide feedback on the content and
clarity of each survey item, as well as to provide suggestions for adding or deleting items.
Revisions were made to the surveys based on EEVP feedback. Reliability was examined
by analyzing the internal consistency of survey items at two time points. Internal
consistency analyses resulted in Cronbach alpha coefficients of .76 and .78 (Castillo,
2009).
In order to further explore teacher beliefs related to satisfaction with
implementation and readiness to begin implementation, additional questions were
developed. Therefore, two alternate forms of the Beliefs Survey were distributed. Form A
(Appendix C) was distributed to teachers at schools implementing Rtl and form B
(Appendix D) was distributed to teachers at schools not implementing RtI. Upon
completion of additional questions, a trial run was conducted in order to obtain feedback
on the clarity of questions, acceptability of the assessment, and comprehensiveness of
survey (Rea & Parker, 2005). All feedback was reviewed and the wording of several
questions developed by this research was changed in order to enhance clarity. Feedback
directed at the Beliefs Survey developed by the Florida Problem Solving/Response to
Intervention Project was considered, but the primary researcher and her dissertation
committee determined that they would not change these questions, because these changes
could affect the validity of the original survey.
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Procedure
Teachers were selected from eight school districts that were implementing RtI,
and eight districts that were not implementing RtI. Districts that were implementing RtI
were identified by a consultant from the Pennsylvania Technical Training and Assistance
Network. Schools were considered to be implementing RtI if all of the following
components were in place: establishment of a core team, universal screening three times
per year, progress monitoring for students receiving interventions, data analysis meetings,
tiered interventions, and ongoing professional development related to RtI. In order to
make this determination, a professional in each district was contacted and asked if each
of the aforementioned variables were occurring as part of the RtI implementation. The
districts chosen for each category (RtI vs. Non-RtI schools) were matched, based on
student enrollment.
Teacher email addresses were obtained from school websites, because they were
publicly posted. If teacher email addresses were not publicly posted, the district was not
part of the sample for this study. As a result, two districts initially considered were not
included in the study. A graduate student was paid by the primary researcher to gather
email addresses from school web sites and to develop an address book in Microsoft Excel.
After email addresses were obtained, respondents were sent an email that identified the
purpose of the study, the principal researcher, her dissertation chair, the institutional
affiliation, the estimated time to complete the survey, and a link to the web based survey
via SurveyMonkey. The cover letter indicated that by completing the survey, the
participant was giving informed consent. It was noted in the letter that respondents would
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not be personally identified in any way. In addition, SurveyMonkey has a publicly
posted privacy policy which indicates that it will not use the information collected from
this survey in any way and will hold all information in the strictest confidence. Please see
Appendix E for a copy of this policy in its entirety. A follow-up email (Appendix B) was
sent one week after the initial survey mailing, reminding teachers of the opportunity to
participate in this research.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
This study investigated the core beliefs of regular and special education teachers
at the elementary school level, relative to foundational components of RtI, such as service
delivery, assessment practices, core instruction, intervention, and special education
eligibility. The analyses also compared the beliefs of teachers in schools implementing
RtI and teachers in schools who were not implementing Rtl. Statistical analyses used to
examine the data included frequency tables, analysis of variance, and bivariate zero-order
correlations. An alpha level of .05 was utilized for all statistical tests (a

= .05).

Data Collection and Sample Demographics
A total of 2,022 elementary school teachers in Pennsylvania were sent a link to
the survey via www.surveymonkey.com. A reminder email was sent one week following
the initial email. Of the 2,022 emails sent, 982 were sent to districts implementing RtI
and 1040 were sent to teachers in districts not implementing Rtl. In the RtI group, 83
surveys were opened, with 72 completed, resulting in a usable return rate of 7.3%. In the
non-RtI group, 92 surveys were opened, with 79 completed, resulting in a usable return
rate of 7.5%.

Participants
The first five questions of the survey assessed demographic information, which is
summarized in Table 1.
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Table I
Survey Respondent Demographic Variables
RtI

Non-RtI

(n=72)

(n=79)

f

%

f

%

Teacher-General Education

43

58.9

39

50.0

Teacher-Special Education

5

6.8

19

24.4

Reading Specialist/Instructional Support

13

17.8

7

9.0

Other

12

16.4

13

16.7

Less than 1 year

0

0

3

3.9

1-4 years

18

24.7

17

22.1

5-9 years

16

21.9

18

23.4

10-14 years

13

17.8

10

13.9

15-19 years

6

8.2

9

11.7

20-24 years

8

11.0

10

13.0

25 or more years

12

16.4

9

11.7

Not applicable

0

0

Percentage of Students Receiving
Special Education Services
Less than 5%

33

46.5

31

40.8

6-15%

24

33.8

18

23.7

16-25%

5

7.0

9

11.8

26-50%

2

2.8

4

5.3

More than 50%

7

9.9

14

18.4

BA/BS

10

13.9

20

25.6

MAIMS

52

72.2

47

60.3

EdS

4

5.6

5

6.4

1.4

2

2.6

6.9

4

5.1

Job Description

Years of Experience in Education

1.3

Highest Degree Earned

PhD/EdD
Other

5
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In both groups, more than half of the respondents were general education teachers
(58.9% RtI, 50.3% non-RtI). Special education teachers composed 24.4% of respondents
in the non-RtI group and 6.8% of respondents in the RtI group. Reading
specialistslinstructional support teachers composed 17.8% of the sample in the RtI group
and 9% in the non-Rtl group. In the RtI group, the most frequent choice for number of
years teaching was 1-4 years (24.7%), followed by 5-9 years (21.9),10-14 years (17.8%),
25 or more years (16.4%),20-24 years (11.0%), and 15-19 years (8.2%). No respondents
in this group indicated they had been teaching for less than one year. In the non-RtI
group, the most frequent choice for number of years teaching was 5-9 years (23.4%),
followed by 1-4 years (22.1%),10-14 and 20-24 years (both 13%), 15-19 years and 25 or
more years (both 11.7%), and less than one year (3.9%). The highest degree earned was a
Master of Arts or Master of Science degree for both groups (72.2% RtI, 60.3% non-RtI),
followed by a Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor of Science (13.9% RtI, 25.6% non-RtI). The
majority of respondents reported that less than 5% of their students receive special
education services (46.5% RtI, 40.8% non-RtI) followed by 6-15% (33.8 RtI, 23.7% nonRtI).

Descriptive Statistics
Mean scores were analyzed for both groups in order to determine those statements
which teachers were more likely to strongly agree or strongly disagree with. For the
purposes of data analyses, ratings of core beliefs were assessed using a Likert scale, with
one being equivalent to strongly disagree and five being equivalent to strongly agree.
Therefore, a higher mean score indicates agreement but a lower mean score indicates
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disagreement. Please see Tables 2 and 3 for a representation of mean scores and standard
deviations from the RtI and non-RtI groups, respectively.
Table 2
Rtf Schools Means and Standard Deviations in Descending Order
Survey Question
13. General education classroom teachers would be able to implement more
differentiated and flexible interventions if they had additional staff support.
14. The use of additional interventions in the general education classroom
would result in success for more students.
24. A student's parents (guardian) should be involved in the problem solving
process as soon as a teacher has a concern about the student.
25. Students respond better to interventions when their parent (guardian) is
involved in the development and implementation of those interventions.
31. Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students.
36. Response to Intervention is an effective intervention model.
12. General education classroom teachers should implement more
differentiated and flexible instmctional practices to address the needs of a
more diverse student body.
27. The goal of assessment is to generate and measure effectiveness of
instruction/intervention.
15. Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would
result in fewer referrals to problem-solving teams and placements in special
education.
29. Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students.
7 b. Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the
students achieving benchmarks in math.
7 a. Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the
students achieving benchmarks in reading
20. Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more
accurate than using only "teacher judgment."
23. Graphing student data makes it easier for one to make decisions about
student performance and needed interventions.
38. I've changed the way that I teach since implementing Response to
Intervention
21. Evaluating a student's response to interventions is a more effective way
of determining what a student is capable of achieving than using scores from
"tests" (e.g., IQ/Achievement test).
37. I have sufficient administrative support to implement Response to
Intervention.
30. Response to Intervention offers benefits for advanced students.
33. I have access to professional development activities that are needed to
implement Response to Intervention.

Note. Table Continues.

M

SD

4.55

.527

4.26

.598

4.24

.699

4.18

.783

4.14
4.05
4.04

.585
.598
.650

4.00

.597

3.99

.785

3.96
3.88

.772
.827

3.86

.849

3.85

.822

3.84

.642

3.79

.897

3.78

.727

3.76

1.014

3.73
3.71

.905
.905
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Table 2 (Continued)
8 b. The primary function of supplemental instruction is to ensure that
students meet grade-level benchmarks in math.
8 a. The primary function of supplemental instruction is to ensure that
students meet grade-level benchmarks in reading.
32. I have had comprehensive training in and use differentiated instruction to
teach students with diverse learning needs.
35. I have access to necessary instructional materials that need to implement
Response to Intervention.
16. The "severity" of a student's academic problem is determined not by
how far behind the student is in terms of his/her academic performance but
by how quickly the student responds to intervention.
34. I have access to support needed to implement new skills following
professional development activities.
28. Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all students
achieve basic skills in reading and math
17. The "severity" of a student's behavioral problem is determined not by
how inappropriate a student is in terms of his/her behavioral performance but
by how quickly the student responds to intervention.
6. I believe in the philosophy of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) even if I
disagree with some of the requirements.
22. Additional time and resources should be allocated first to students who
are not reaching benchmarks (i.e., general education standards) before
significant time and resources are directed to students who are at or above
benchmarks.
18. The results of IQ and achievement testing can be used to identify
effective interventions for students with learning and behavior problems.
19. Many students currently identified as "LD" do not have a disability,
rather they came to school "not ready" to learn or fell too far behind
academically for the available interventions to close the gap sufficiently.
II b. Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning
Disability; Emotional Disturbance) who are receiving special education
services are capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general
education standards) in math.
11 a. Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning
Disability; Emotional Disturbance) who are receiving special education
services are capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general
education standards) in reading.
26. All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient
support.
10 b. The majority of students with behavioral problems (Emotional
Disturbance) achieve grade-level benchmarks in math.
9 b. The majority of students with learning disabilities achieve grade-level
benchmarks in math.
lOa. The majority of students with behavioral problems (Emotional
Disturbance) achieve grade-level benchmarks in reading.
9 a. The majority of students with learning disabilities achieve grade-level
benchmarks in reading

3.70

.856

3.70

.856

3.70

1.037

3.67

.958

3.58

.811

3.53

.949

3.53

1.023

3.51

.864

3.42

1.110

3.36

l.054

3.34

.880

3.27

1.064

3.08

.962

3.05

.964

2.80

1.122

2.64

.959

2.64

.973

2.58

.936

2.54

.954
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Non-Rtf Schools Means and Standard Deviations in Descending Order
Survey Question
13. General education classroom teachers would be able to implement more
differentiated and flexible interventions if they had additional staff suppOli.
24. A student's parents (guardian) should be involved in the problem solving
process as soon as a teacher has a concern about the student.
14. The use of additional interventions in the general education classroom
would result in success for more students.
25. Students respond better to interventions when their parent (guardian) is
involved in the development and implementation of those interventions.
15. Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would
result in fewer referrals to problem-solving teams and placements in special
education.
12. General education classroom teachers should implement more
differentiated and flexible instructional practices to address the needs of a
more diverse student body.
38. Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students
27. The goal of assessment is to generate and measure effectiveness of
instruction/intervention.
31. I have had comprehensive training in and use differentiated instruction to
teach students with diverse learning needs.
32. I would be interested in learning more about Response to Intervention.
8 a. The primary function of supplemental instruction is to ensure that
students meet grade-level benchmarks in reading.
23. Graphing student data makes it easier for one to make decisions about
student performance and needed interventions.
7 a. Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the
students achieving benchmarks in reading.
7 b. Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the
students achieving benchmarks in math.
21. Evaluating a student's response to interventions is a more effective way
of determining what a student is capable of achieving than using scores from
"tests" (e.g., IQ/Achievement test).
8 b. The primary function of supplemental instruction is to ensure that
students meet grade-level benchmarks in reading.
34. Response to Intervention is an effective intervention model.
30. I understand the Response to Intervention model.
33. Response to Intervention model should be implemented at my school.
20. Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more
accurate than using only "teacher judgment."
36. Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students.

Note. Table Continues.

M

SD

4.60

.719

4.34

.846

4.33

.822

4.27

.828

4.23

.855

4.l4

.802

3.99
3.96

.730
.724

3.94

.931

3.83
3.73

.796
.975

3.70

.790

3.69

.903

3.68

.906

3.66

1.049

3.64

1.016

3.63
3.59
3.59
3.53

.755
1.012
.874
.989

3.53

.908
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16. The "severity" of a student's academic problem is determined not by
how far behind the student is in terms of his/her academic performance but
by how quickly the student responds to intervention.
6. I believe in the philosophy of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) even if I
disagree with some of the requirements.
28. Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all students
to achieve basic skills in reading and math.
35. I know where to access information related to Response to Intervention.
17. The "severity" of a student's behavioral problem is determined not by
how inappropriate a student is in terms of his/her behavioral performance but
by how quickly the student responds to intervention.
37. Response to Intervention offers benefits for advanced students.
18. The results of IQ and achievement testing can be used to identify
effective interventions for students with learning and behavior problems.
II b. Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning
Disability; Emotional Disturbance) who are receiving special education
services are capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general
education standards) in math.
29. I have attended professional development related to Response to
Intervention.
22. Additional time and resources should be allocated first to students who
are not reaching benchmarks (i.e., general education standards) before
significant time and resources are directed to students who are at or above
benchmarks.
11 a. Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning
Disability; Emotional Disturbance) who are receiving special education
services are capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general
education standards) in reading.
19. Many students currently identified as "LD" do not have a disability;
rather, they came to school "not ready" to learn or fell too far behind
academically for the available interventions to close the gap sufficiently.
10 b. The majority of students with behavioral problems (Emotional
Disturbance) achieve grade-level benchmarks in math.
10 a. The majority of students with behavioral problems (Emotional
Disturbance) achieve grade-level benchmarks in reading.
26. All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient
support
9 b. The majority of students with learning disabilities achieve grade-level
benchmarks in math.
9 a. The majority of students with learning disabilities achieve grade-level
benchmarks in reading.

3.52

.950

3.52

.950

3.49

.845

3.45
3.38

1.015
1.032

3.37
3.26

.899
.932

3.25

1.019

3.24

1.197

3.24

1.135

3.23

1.028

2.99

1.156

2.79

.817

2.72

.810

2.70

1.090

2.52

.853

2.38

.751
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It is of some interest, that when means were analyzed in descending order, both

groups had the same four questions with the highest means. In both groups, teachers most
strongly agreed with question 13 (General education classroom teachers would be able to
implement more highly differentiated and flexible interventions if they had additional
staff support.), followed by question 14 (The use of additional interventions in the
general education classroom would result in success for more students.), question 24 (24.
A student's parents (guardian) should be involved in the problem solving process as soon
as a teacher has a concern about the student.), and finally question 25 (Students respond
better to interventions when their parents (guardians) are involved in the development
and implementation of those interventions.).
Mean scores were also analyzed to determine those survey questions with which
teachers were likely to disagree or strongly disagree. Again, both groups had the same
questions with the lowest means. Mean scores revealed that teachers in districts
implementing RtI and those not implementing RtI most strongly disagreed with question
lOa (The majority of students with behavioral problems (Emotional Disturbance) achieve
grade-level benchmarks in reading.), lOb (The majority of students with behavioral
problems (Emotional Disturbance) achieve grade-level benchmarks in math.), 9b (The
majority of students with learning disabilities achieve grade-level benchmarks in math.),
9a (The majority of students with learning disabilities achieve grade-level benchmarks in
reading), and 26 (All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient
support.).
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Research Question 1
Will teachers who are implementing RtI hold more optimistic beliefs than
teachers who are not implementing RtI?
An analysis of variance (ANOV A) was conducted to determine if there was a
significant difference in the ratings of belief statements for teachers in districts who were
implementing RtI compared with teachers in districts that were not implementing the
model. The data for the ANOV A is outlined in Table 4.
Table 4
ANOVA Table-Teacher Beliefs in Rt1 compared to Non-Rtf Schools

SS

Df

MS

F

P

Between
Within
Total

.486
159.68
160.170

1
151
152

.486
1.058

.459

.499

Between
Within
Total

1.087
117.36
160.170

1
151
152

1.087
.777

1.40

.239

Between
Within
Total

1.45
114.99
116.44

1
151
152

1.45
.762

1.91

.170

Between
Within
Total

1.52
150.72
152.24

1
151
152

1.52
.998

1.518

.220

Between
Within
Total

1.30
148.93
150.24

1
151
152

1.30
.986

1.322

.252

Between
Within
Total

.474
81.06
81.52

1
151
152

.474
.537

.883

.349

Question

6.

7a.

7b.

11a.

lIb.

12.

Note. Table Continues.
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Table 4 (Continued)
SS

Df

MS

F

p

Between
Within
Total

.365
78.20
78.56

1
151
152

.365
.518

.704

.403

Between
Within
Total

2.23
102.89
105.11

1
151
152

2.23
.681

3.27

.073

Between
Within
Total

3.34
188.54
19l.88

1
151
152

3.34
l.25

2.67

l.04

Between
Within
Total

3.90
127.04
130.94

1
151
152

3.90
.841

4.64

.033*

Between
Within
Total

.391
184.67
185.06

1
151
152

.391
l.22

.319

.573

Question
14.

15.

19.

20.

26.

*p < .05

The analysis of variance revealed a significant difference for question 20 (Using
student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more accurate than using
only "teacher judgment"), F (l, 151) = 3.90, p = .033, 112 = .02. This relationship
constituted a minor effect with 2% of the variance accounted for by RtI status. There was
not a significant difference for all other questions analyzed (6, 7a, 7b, 11a, lIb, 12, 14,
15, 19, and 26). Qualitatively, the means appeared similar for both groups on all
questions. The largest difference between mean scores was .3 on question 20. With the
exception of question 26 (RtI M

= 2.79; Non RtI M = 2.69), all means fell within the

neutral and agree categories. Neither group was observed to have mean scores that fell
within the strongly disagree or strongly agree categories.
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Research Question 2
Will teachers, in schools implementing RtI, who have more optimistic beliefs, report
more positive experiences with the RtI model?
Zero-order correlations were analyzed to determine if there were a significant
relationship between teacher beliefs and experiences with the RtI model. Significant
correlations are outlined in Tables 5.1-5.4.
Table 5.1
Differentiated Instruction and Effectiveness of RtI
Question
31. Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students
36. Response to Intervention is an effective intervention model
28. Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all
students achieve basic skills in reading and math
29. Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students
35. I have access to necessary instructional materials that I need to
implement Response to Intervention

Pearson Correlation Significance
.432
.000
.000
.536
.276
.017
.253
.262

.030
.025

An analysis of zero-order correlations revealed significant, positive correlations at
the .01 level, indicating that those who agreed with question 12 (General education
classroom teachers should implement more differentiated and flexible instructional
practices to address the needs of a more diverse student body.) were likely to agree with
questions 31 (Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students.), and 36
(Response to Intervention is an effective intervention model.), regarding the effectiveness
of RtI. A significant, positive correlation at the .05 level was revealed between question
12 and questions 28 (Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all
students achieve basic skills in reading and math), 29 (Response to Intervention offers
benefits for average students.), and 35 (I have access to necessary instructional materials
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that need to implement Response to Intervention.), indicating that teachers who believe in
the use of differentiated instruction are likely to have the instructional materials that they
need and agree that Rtl is an effective intervention model.
Table 5.2
Utilizing Student-based Data and Effectiveness of Rtf
Question
29. Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students
30. I understand the Response to Intervention model
31. Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students
33. I have access to professional development activities that are
needed to implement Response to Intervention
36. Response to Intervention is an effective intervention model

Pearson Correlation Significance
.298
.011
.318
.006
.242
.039
.245
.037
.383

.001

Results also indicated a significant positive relationship at the .05 level between
question 20 (Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more
accurate than using only "teacher judgment.") and questions 29 (Response to Intervention
offers benefits for average students.), 31 (Response to Intervention offers benefits for
struggling students.), 33 (I have access to professional development activities that are
needed to implement Response to Intervention.) and at .01 level with questions 30 (I
understand the Response to Intervention model.), and 36 (Response to Intervention is an
effective intervention model.). These positive relationships indicate that teachers who
believe in the use of data based decision making and have access to professional
development activities are likely to feel that Rtl is an effective model and offers benefits
for students.
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Table 5.3
Academic Readiness and Effectiveness of RtI
Question
31. Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students
36. Response to Intervention is an effective intervention model

Pearson Correlation Significance
-.275
.018
-.251
.032

Negative correlations were significant at the .05 level between question 19 (Many
students currently identified as "LD" do not have a disability; rather, they came to school
"not ready" to learn or fell too far behind academically for the available interventions to
close the gap sufficiently.) and questions 31 (Response to Intervention offers benefits for
struggling students.) and 36 (Response to Intervention is an effective intervention model),
An analysis of the means for these correlations revealed that teachers who disagreed with
Question 19, indicating that they believe students who had limited opportunities prior to
school entry have a neurologically based learning disability, were likely to agree that RtI
is an effective intervention model that offers benefits for struggling students.
Table 5.4
Prevention and Early Intervention and Effectiveness of RtI
Question
31. Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students

Pearson Correlation Significance
.274
.019

A significant, positive correlation at the .05 level was also found between
question 15 (Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would result
in fewer referrals to problem-solving teams and placements in special education.) and
question 31 (Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students.), indicating
that teachers who believe in prevention and early intervention as effective strategies were
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likely to agree that RtI is beneficial for students who are not reaching grade-level
benchmarks.

Research Question 3
Will teachers, in schools not implementing RtI, who have more optimistic beliefs,
feel more positive about the RtI model?
Zero-order correlations were analyzed to determine if there were a significant
relationship between teacher beliefs and feelings about the RtI model. See Tables 6.1-6.4
for a representation of significant correlations.
Table 6.1
Prevention/Early Intervention and Effectiveness ofRtI
Question
28. Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all
students achieve basic skills in reading and math
36. Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students
37. Response to Intervention offers benefits for advanced students
38. Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students

Pearson Correlation Significance
.354
.001
.372
.322
.292

.001
.004
.009

Results indicated that there was a significant, positive relationship at the .01 level
between question 15 (Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools
would result in fewer referrals to problem-solving teams and to placements in special
education) and questions 28 (Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping
all students achieve basic skills in reading and math), 36 (Response to Intervention offers

benefits for average students), 37 (Response to Intervention offers benefits for advanced
students), and 38 (Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students).
Results indicate that, similar to results found in schools implementing RtI, teachers who
believe in the efficacy of prevention and early intervention were also likely to agree that
RtI is an effective intervention model.
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Table 6.2
Use of Student Based Data and Effectiveness ofRtI
Question
28. Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all
students achieve basic skills in reading and math
36. Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students

Pearson Correlation Significance
.278
.013
.296

.009

Results revealed a significant, positive relationship at the .05 and .01 levels
between question 20 (Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is
more accurate than using only "teacher judgment.") and questions 28 and 36 (Response
to Intervention is an effective method for helping all students achieve basic skills in
reading and math and Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students),
respectively. These findings suggest that teachers who believe in the use of data-based
decision making are likely to agree that RtI is an effective intervention model.
Table 6.3
Differentiated Instruction and Effectiveness of RtI
Question
36. Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students

Pearson Correlation Significance
.243
.032

A significant, positive correlation at the .05 level was also found between
questions 12 (General education classroom teachers should implement more
differentiated and flexible instructional practices to address the needs of a more diverse
student body) and 36 (Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students),
indicating that those who believed that teachers should implement differentiated
instruction were likely to agree that RtI is an effective intervention model for average
students.
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Table 6.4
High Incidence Disabilities and Effectiveness of Rtf
Question
Ila. Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific
Learning Disability; Emotional Disturbance) who are receiving
special education services are capable of achieving grade-level
benchmarks (i.e., general education standards) in reading
11 b. Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific
Learning Disability; Emotional Disturbance) who are receiving
special education services are capable of achieving grade-level
benchmarks (i.e., general education standards) in math

Pearson Correlation Significance
.237
.035

.232

.040

Finally, a significant, positive correlation was noted at the .05 level between
question 28 (Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all students
achieve basic skills in reading and math) and questions 11 A and B (11 b. Students with
high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning Disability; Emotional Disturbance)
who are receiving special education services are capable of achieving grade-level
benchmarks (i.e., general education standards) in reading/math), indicating that teachers
who feel RtI is an effective model for helping all students also agree that students with
disabilities have the capacity to achieve benchmark in reading and math.

Research Question 4
Will teachers, who feel that they had comprehensive training in, and who use
differentiated instruction, have more optimistic beliefs than teachers who do not?
Zero-order correlations were computed to determine if there was a relationship
between differentiated instruction and optimistic beliefs in the areas of assessment
practices, core instruction, and intervention. See Table 7 for a representation of
significant correlations.
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Table 7
Training In D(fferentiated Instruction and Use of D(fferentiated Instruction
Question
12. General education classroom teachers should implement more
differentiated and flexible instructional practices to address the
needs of a more diverse student body.

Pearson Correlation Significance
.191
.019

An examination of zero-order correlations revealed a significant, positive
relationship at the .05 level with question 31 (I have had comprehensive training in and
use differentiated instruction to teach students with diverse learning needs) and question
12 (General education classroom teachers should implement more differentiated and
flexible instructional practices to address the needs of a more diverse student body),
indicating that teachers who indicated they have had training in, and use, differentiated
instruction were likely to agree that this practice should be implemented in general
education classrooms.

Research Question 5
Will teachers who have been teaching for fewer than ten years have more optimistic
beliefs than teachers who have ten or more years experience teaching?
Zero-order correlations were computed to determine if there was a significant
relationship between years teaching and teacher beliefs. The items with significant
correlations are represented in Table 8.
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Table 8
Years Teaching and Optimistic Beliefs
Question
19. Many students currently identified as "LD" do not have a
disability; rather, they came to school "not ready" to learn or fell
too far behind academically for the available interventions to close
the gap sufficiently
26. All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have
sufficient support

Pearson Correlation Significance
-.161
.048

-.268

.001

The results indicated negative correlations at the .01 and .05 levels. More
specifically, teachers who indicated that they had been teaching for more than ten years
disagreed with questions 19 (Many students currently identified as "LD" do not have a
disability; rather, they came to school "not ready" to learn or fell too far behind
academically for the available interventions to close the gap sufficiently) and 26 (All
students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient support).
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Research has established the importance of teacher beliefs related both to the
implementation of interventions, as well as to subsequent student outcomes (Aarons
2005; Guskey, 1986; Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1996; Scarlach, 2008; Westwood 1995). The
current study investigated the core beliefs of teachers related to the implementation of an
RtI model. A survey design was utilized to explore teachers' beliefs toward foundational
components of RtI such as assessment practices, student learning, core instruction, and
intervention.

Core Beliefs and Response to Intervention
Results from this research suggested a significant effect for RtI implementation
status with regard to data-based decision making. More specifically, teachers in districts
where RtI is being implemented were significantly more likely to strongly agree that
using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more accurate than
using only "teacher judgment." This finding is particularly remarkable because databased decision making is central to the success of RtI implementation. This model
requires teachers and other team members to use objective data to make instructional
decisions for students and to monitor their progress. It is expected, but encouraging
nonetheless, that the implementation of an RtI model facilitates teachers' recognition of
the importance of using quantifiable data when making educational decisions about their
students.
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Although it is heartening that Rtl districts recognize the value of using data to
guide decisions, Pennsylvania regulations require the implementation of research-based
interventions as well as progress monitoring prior to determining an SLD for all schools,
regardless of their implementation status. Hence it is critical that all teachers are aware of
and internalize the value of data-based decision making. Additionally, on a nation-wide
level, Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan urges teachers to use data to inform
instruction and to use research-based practices to teach students with diverse learning
needs (Field, 2009).
The results of this study suggest that for both groups, teachers who have more
optimistic beliefs about the effects of intervention on student learning were more likely to
feel that Rtl itself is an effective model to help all students achieve basic skills in reading
and math. Qualitatively, schools implementing RtI had higher mean scores, indicating
that they more strongly agreed that Rtl is an effective intervention model for average, for
struggling, and for advanced students. This finding is not surprising in light of Guskey' s
(1986) research regarding systems change, which supported the position that teachers are
not likely to see the effectiveness of an intervention until they implement it in their
classrooms with their students. The findings of this study certainly support the necessity
to assess, and to the extent possible, change teacher beliefs as part of systems change.
Research has found that teacher beliefs about intervention efficacy will influence many
teaching behaviors (Scarlach, 2008). More specifically, these teachers are more likely to
take responsibility for student progress and differentiate instruction so that all students
are actively engaged in the learning process.
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Relative to this, teachers who indicated that they have had comprehensive training
in differentiated instruction and use this method to teach students with diverse learning
needs were more likely to agree that general education teachers should implement a
greater number of tiered and flexible instructional practices to address student needs. This
finding is of particular significance for several reasons. First, it suggests that teachers
who receive comprehensive training are more likely to hold the belief that they should
implement differentiated and flexible instruction, indicating that targeted training can
have a powerful effect on teacher practices. All too often, teachers receive professional
development that does not impact their beliefs or generalize to their daily classroom
practices. However, when teachers are given explicit, comprehensive training that can
improve student achievement, they are better able to translate knowledge into integrated
practice.
Given the findings that suggest teachers believe core instruction should be
differentiated, it was surprising that neither group was likely to agree or strongly agree
with statements that assessed effectiveness of core instruction. Additionally, teachers did
not report a relationship between differentiated instruction and the effectiveness of core
instruction. More specifically, teachers who were trained in differentiated instruction did
not feel that core instruction is effective enough by itself to result in 80% of students
achieving benchmarks in reading and math. They also believed that the use of additional
interventions in the general education classroom would not result in success for more
students or in fewer referrals to problem-solving teams and in placements in special
education.
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In addition to beliefs that were held regarding the effectiveness of core

instruction for regular education students, teachers did not believe that students with
high-incidence disabilities, such as an SLD or ED, were capable of achieving grade-level
benchmarks. Similarly, both groups' responses generated mean scores indicating that
teachers generally disagreed that all students can achieve grade-level benchmarks with
sufficient support. Unfortunately, the results suggest that teachers in RtI schools do not
have significantly different beliefs regarding the underlying capability of identified
students to achieve grade-level benchmarks.
The findings noted here raise poignant questions about the outcomes of RtI
implementation in these schools. Research suggests that students are less likely to
achieve benchmark goals if those who teach students and implement their interventions
do not believe that they will ultimately be successful (Scarlach, 2008). This may be
attributed to weak efficacy in treatment support; teachers do not carefully follow the
implementation strategies of a given intervention. It may also be attributed to an
unwillingness to attempt additional strategies after one fails or is otherwise found not to
be effective for a student, or to any number of interacting factors that decrease the rate of
success of an intervention program. Additionally, teacher responses may be related to a
core belief held by some that special education can do more for a child than any support
within the general education setting.
Core Beliefs and Years Teaching
According to the data collected, teachers who had been teaching for ten or more
years were more likely than teachers who have been teaching for fewer than ten years, to
demonstrate the core belief that not all students are capable of achieving grade-level
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benchmarks, even with sufficient support. Further, these teachers also held beliefs
indicating that most students diagnosed with learning disabilities have hue
neurologically-based educational disabilities rather than characterizing these children as
youngsters who may have had minimal exposure to curricula that is matched to their
instructional levels, who lack access to enriching foundational skills (i.e. access to books
in the home, having parents who read to the children, etc.) prior to school entry, or to
other limited opportunities for learning that could otherwise explain their learning
deficits. These findings are consistent with those obtained by Georgiou (2008), who
found that experienced teachers were more likely than novice teachers to attribute
achievement to student level factors such as intellectual ability, gender, and family
background.
It is important to note that an analysis of ratings from teachers who have been

teaching for fewer than ten years revealed mean scores that fell within the neutral range
on questions related to the ability of all students (including those with high incidence
disabilities) to achieve grade-level benchmarks. This finding is in contrast to the
hypothesis for this study, because it was predicted that this group would be likely to agree
or strongly agree that students with disabilities are capable of meeting grade-level
expectations in reading and math. However, this finding is consistent with those of
Scarlach (2007), who found that most pre-service teachers believed it was the
responsibility of someone other than the classroom teachers to teach their struggling
students. Further, these teachers were less likely to accept responsibility for students who
did not make adequate progress and more likely to cite student level factors, such as a
learning disability, as the reason for the students' academic difficulties.
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Although research indicates that having children prepared academically, socially
and emotionally is optimal before entering elementary school, a reality of teaching is that
many children come to school with fewer prerequisite school readiness skills for optimal
learning because of varying educational opportunities in the home and community
settings (Entwisle & Alexander, 1993; Lin, Lawrence, & Gorrell, 2003; Wesley, &
Buysse, 2003). The results in this study suggest that some teachers may feel that these
students have a true learning disability and need special educations services, as opposed
to regular education intervention and an opportunity to sufficiently close the gap that
emerges. In line with these findings, research has found that teachers often hold lower
academic expectations for students who come from low income families (Kennedy 1995;
McLoyd, 1998). Therefore, it may be postulated that these beliefs could contribute to the
disproportionate number of minority and socio-economically disadvantaged students who
receive special education services (Donovan & Cross, 2002).
Research has clearly supported the link between teacher beliefs and expectations
as they relate to meaningful intervention outcomes (Aarons 2005; Guskey, 1986; Nespor,
1987; Pajares, 1996; Scarlach, 2008; Westwood 1995). A central component and benefit
of RtI is the ability to use the model to differentiate between students who have learning
disabilities and those who have low achievement for other reasons, such as those
previously mentioned (Batsche et aI., 2008). If teachers consistently attribute student
academic difficulties to an inherent, organic processing disorder before considering and
closely evaluating the environmental variables that could otherwise account for the
students' challenges, it is then likely that students who do receive intervention will not
respond as dramatically, thus reinforcing the teacher's initial beliefs.
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Implications for Practice
The results of this study suggest several implications for practice. As districts
consider adopting RtI, the importance of assessing teacher beliefs must be highlighted.
Currently, the professional development for RtI places little emphasis on assessing
teacher beliefs as part of determining district readiness. Districts must assess teacher
readiness to change and allow teachers to become stakeholders in the development and
implementation of RtI. Research has shown that systems will institutionalize change only
if they have taken these steps (Adelman & Taylor, 2007).
All too often, teacher-level factors, such as beliefs, are not addressed during
implementation as part of the readiness process or as professional development that
occurs when implementing systems change. Curtis, Castillo, & Cohen (2008) posit the
idea that all stakeholders must be involved when preparing for change. When
stakeholders are involved, systems are able create readiness for change and gain
acceptance and commitment from teachers. In order for this to occur, administrators must
realize the importance of this step and take measures to ensure that teachers are
stakeholders in process, because change often occurs around them. As part of creating
readiness, it is crucial to assess teacher beliefs in order to determine if they are consistent
with the initiative being implemented.
The findings of this study raise the question regarding whether or not RtI remains
at the initial stages of its application, even though some districts have implemented
intervention across a three-tiered model, spanning several years. Historically speaking, it
takes more than a few professional developments and the purchase of research-based
intervention programs to alter underlying belief systems dramatically. These data should
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not be interpreted as an argument against RtI because of many teachers' general beliefs
that differentiated support in general education is enough to help the majority of students
to reach realistic grade level goals. However, although it appears as though teachers
recognize the importance of using different modalities for reaching diverse learners,
results indicate that they do not feel that their current or previous efforts to do so have
been notably successful. In this case it is critical to understand those types of strategies
and programs that teachers are using to differentiate instruction in order to solve, to a
greater degree, the problem of minimal outcomes at this class-wide level.
As an example of teacher beliefs that may need to be addressed, this study
revealed that teachers are likely to feel that all children cannot make critical gains with
strategic supports in school and that students who do not come to school "ready" should
be identified as SLD. These teachers may be making a significant attribution error that
can be addressed through meaningful professional development. If teacher attributions
are not addressed, the result may be that students feel guilt, shame, and have lower selfesteem and subsequently experience less academic success (Weiner, 1984). To this end,
both pre-service and in-service professional development opportunities must provide a
forum to hear teachers' perspectives, discuss specific cases from a broader ecological
context including home and school factors, examine hesitations regarding logistical
support (e.g. Who will deliver the instruction? How will progress be monitored?), and
provide explicit coaching and ongoing communication about those aspects that are
working for the teachers and students, and those aspects that are not. These activities are
essential to engage before systems change can begin, because the outcomes for students
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of teachers who do not believe in the efficacy of such interventions are predictably less
robust.
In light of the findings regarding the beliefs of new teachers and of veteran

teachers, it is critical for both practitioners and researchers to consider their own core
beliefs and potential biases when making assumptions about teachers. For example, some
may believe that veteran teachers are more likely to hold less optimistic beliefs about
student learning, and for students' potential for responses to intervention. These beliefs
will likely impact the entry point for systems change during program planning and initial
implementation phases. In order to launch initiatives such as RtI off the ground and into
the classrooms, support staff will need to assess, carefully, the core beliefs of the primary
staff who will be executing and monitoring intervention protocols regularly. By
understanding beliefs across staff, administrators and support staff alike can provide
adequate training to support practical classroom intervention regardless of teacher
experience and also to maintain continuous efforts to discuss the data with teachers in
order to tie outcomes to their practices in a meaningful way.
In order to change teacher beliefs, these must be addressed in a meaningful way.
Pre-service training for regular and special education teachers should include a strong
focus on inclusive practices, including guidance that provides more than a cursory glance
at research-based strategies and programs that have been proven effective with the
diverse student body. Further, it may be beneficial to pair practicum classes and other
"real life" experiences with courses that emphasize a practical framework for
understanding and evaluating environmental influences on student behavior and
achievement. Essentially, program directors may find that the most critical work to be
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done in terms of building a teacher's capacity to reach at-risk students within the
classroom should involve translating what is learned in their texts to real student case
studies.

Limitations
The results of this study should be interpreted in light of several limitations,
particularly those related to using a survey design to gather information from participants.
First, although the survey was sent to a sample 'of 2,022 elementary school teachers, only
a small portion completed the survey, resulting in a usable response rate of 7.8%.
However, it should be noted that this response rate was within predicted parameters for
online survey research (Kazdin, 2003). In addition, there were several demographic
differences between the RtI and non-RtI groups, including the representation of special
education teachers and reading specialistslinstructional support teachers. Further, those
who chose to respond to this survey may differ from non-responders, because they may
have been positively or negatively motivated to do so. Given the small sample size and
demographic limitations, the findings of this study are somewhat limited in their
generalizability. In addition to limiting generalizability, the small size may have impacted
the significance and magnitude of some results, particularly those that were analyzed
using ANOV A.
Another limitation is related to the reliability and validity of the survey. Although
the questions from the Beliefs Survey obtained from the Florida Problem Solving
Response to Intervention Project were validated, additional items were added and
changes were made to the survey as part of the current research. Because of these
changes, it may be useful to validate the adapted instrument for future use. A final
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limitation to the present study is the determination of core beliefs via self-report items on
a rating scale. Participants may have chosen answers that they believe are socially
desirable, rather than those that accurately reflected their core beliefs.

Recommendations for Future Research
As previously noted, one of the limitations of this study is that teacher beliefs
were solicited via self-report from an online survey. Beliefs are complex and, at times,
difficult to elicit. Therefore it may be beneficial for future research to examine teacher
beliefs through a greater in-depth process, such as interviewing with a trained clinician.
In addition, the results of this study revealed a concern, relative to the percentage of
teachers who felt that those students with disabilities and those from disadvantaged
backgrounds were not capable of reaching grade-level benchmarks. This is certainly
worthy of further exploration and transcends RtI implementation status.
Given the lack of significant findings when exploring differences between RtI and
non-RtI schools, it may be beneficial to explore the outcomes of RtI in districts where
teachers do not have positive beliefs about intervention, assessment, and student learning.
In addition, it may be useful to utilize observations and permanent products to determine
if a district is implementing RtI with fidelity, because RtI status for this study was
determined via verbal report from a district administrator. Individual teacher's
intervention fidelity should also be explored, because teachers may not implement
interventions as intended if they feel that the students will not make progress, despite the
teacher's best efforts. Of particular significance related to fidelity, Pennsylvania allows
districts to utilize an RtI or discrepancy approach when determining if a student has a
SLD. Hence it is critical to determine if teachers are implementing interventions as
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intended, despite their beliefs that the student, ultimately, cannot reach grade-level
benchmarks and may, in fact, be disabled, in order to make sound decisions about
eligibility.
The dearth of literature relative to beliefs and systems change is surprising.
Teacher beliefs are of central importance to the institutionalization of systems change.
This is a critical area that needs further exploration, because the language in both IDEIA
and NCLB suggest that schools across the nation adopt this model. In light of NCLB,
school districts do not have an option; all students must meet adequate yearly progress.
This will be an almost impossible feat to accomplish if teachers continue to believe that
not all students can learn.
Unfortunately, research has clearly established the fact that teachers do not
believe all children can achieve basic skills (Snider & Roehl, 2007). In order to effect
change, future research must explore those variables that affect the malleability of teacher
beliefs. Given the findings of this study regarding teacher beliefs and years teaching, it is
necessary to begin to explore how those beliefs can be changed during teacher training
programs, because research shows that beliefs, once formed, are often difficult to change
(Pajares, 1996). This suggestion is further supported by research from Bender, Vail, and
Scott (1995) who found that teacher training was more likely than teacher experience to
impact teacher beliefs about students with special needs.
Conclusion
Years of research support RtI as a best practice for students, as well as a
framework for meeting the requirements of NCLB and IDEIA. The model allows
problem solving teams to identify children who are at-risk for academic problems and
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provide research-supported interventions. As suggested by research, in order for a key
initiative such as RtI to be successful, best practices for systems change must be
employed. The fields of school psychology and related disciplines have produced a great
deal of research that highlights the necessity of targeted activities to address readiness
and to gain buy-in prior to systems change. However, current recommendations do not
stress the importance of assessing and addressing teacher beliefs about student learning
and intervention, despite significant data to support the degree to which teachers' beliefs
can affect student outcomes.
Ensuring that teacher preparation programs provide the skills necessary to
differentiate instruction and monitor progress with fidelity within a regular classroom
will be a key initial step. Further, administration and support staff must be available to
teachers who are expected to implement such interventions in order to provide adequate
initial training, time, practice opportunities, and support to share and analyze the data on
a consistent basis. Ongoing training should be provided to troubleshoot interventions that
have weak effects on student outcomes so that teachers are less inclined to fall back on
that belief that only special education can work for struggling students. Believing that all
students can respond to tiered intervention and differentiated instruction is essential to the
success of RtI. Although the data support that teachers may be struggling to believe that
this approach can far outpace special education models for many children, there is great
potential for systems change if these underlying beliefs are addressed with a
comprehension intervention of its own.
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Subject: Teacher Beliefs about Students and Learning

Dear Colleague,
You are invited to participate in a research study examining teacher beliefs about students
and learning, as well as teacher experiences with Response to Intervention. If you choose
to participate, you will be asked to complete the attached survey. The length of time
estimated to complete the survey is approximately 10-15 minutes.
This study is being conducted as part of my dissertation, under the supervision of Jessica
Glass-Kendorski, Ph. D. Assistant Professor of Psychology, Philadelphia College of
Osteopathic Medicine (PCOM). Completion of the survey will be considered an
indication of your willingness to participate in the research, as well as your permission to
allow me to use and interpret the data you provide. Your responses will be completely
anonymous.
To participate in this study, please click the link below:
www.surveymonkey.com
I appreciate your participation in this survey. If you have any questions, comments, or
concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me via phone 610-892-3470 ext. 4319 or at
jacglyntu@pcom.edu or Jessica Glass-Kendorski at 215-871-6633 or at
iessicagl@Rcom.edu. If you are interested in receiving the results of this study at a later
date, please email me.
Your time and effort is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

Jacqlyn Tumolo-Zarabba M.A., NCSP
Certified School Psychologist
Doctoral Candidate
Philadelphia College of Osteopathic Medicine
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Subject: Teacher Beliefs about Students and Learning

Dear Colleague,

On
, you should have received an email inviting you to participate in a
online survey, which was developed to examine teacher beliefs about students and
learning, as well as teacher experiences with Response to Intervention. If you have not
already done so, please click the link below to complete the survey:
www.surveymonkey.col11. If you have already completed the survey, thank you for your
time and participation; please disregard this email.

This study is being conducted as part of my dissertation, under the supervision of Jessica
Glass-Kendorski, Ph. D., Assistant Professor of Psychology, Philadelphia College of
Osteopathic Medicine (PCOM). Completion of the survey will be considered an
indication of your willingness to participate in the research as well as your permission to
allow me to use and interpret the data you provide. Your responses will be completely
anonymous.

I appreciate your participation in this survey. If you have any questions, comments, or
concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me via phone 610-892-3470 ext. 4319 or at
jacgjyntu@pcol11.edll or Jessica Glass-Kendorski at 215-871-6633 or at
jessicagl@pc0111.edll. If you are interested in receiving the results of this study at a later
date, please email me.

Your time and effort is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

Jacqlyn TlImolo-Zarabba M.A., NCSP
Certified School Psychologist
Doctoral Candidate
Philadelphia College of Osteopathic Medicine
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Beliefs Survey
(Adapted from the Florida Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Statewide Project)
FormA
Directions: For items 1-4 below, please place a check mark next to the response option that best
represents your answer.

1. Job Description:

o Teacher-General Education 0

Teacher-Special Education 0 Reading Specialist/Instructional Support

Other (Please specify):
2. Years of Experience in Education:
o Less than 1 year 0 1 - 4 years 0 5-9 years 0 10 - 14 years 0 15-19 years 0 20-24 years
o 25 or more years 0 Not applicable
3. What percentage of your students receive special education services:
o Less than 5% 06-15% 0 16-25% 0 26-50% 0 more than 50%
4. Highest Degree Earned:
o B.A.IB.S. 0 M.A./M.S. 0 Ed.S. 0 Ph.D.lEd.D. Other (Please specify):
5. Year Highest Degree was Attained: _ _ _ _ __

Directions: Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the
following statements by shading in the circle that best represents your response.
1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)
2= Disagree (D)
3= Neutral (N)
4= Agree (A)
5= Strongly Agree (SA)

SD

D

N

A

SA

6. I believe in the philosophy of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) even if I disagree with some of the
requirements.

CD

(£)

a>

®

~

7. Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the students achieving benchmarks in
7.a. reading
7.b. math

CD
CD

(£)
(£)

a>
a>

®
®

~
~

8. The primary function of supplemental instruction is to ensure that students meet grade-level benchmarks in
8.a. reading
8.b. math

CD
CD

(£)
(£)

a>
a>

®

~

®

~

a>
a>

®
®

9. The majority of students with learning disabilities achieve grade-level benchmarks in
9.a. reading
9.b. math

CD
CD

(£)
(£)
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SD

D

N

A

10. The majority of students with behavioral problems (Emotional Disturbance) achieve grade-level
benchmarks in
10.a. reading
CD
c?)
®
@
10.b. math

CD

C?)

®

@

SA

®
®

11. Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning Disability; Emotional Disturbance) who are
receiving special education services are capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general education
standards) in
@
CD
l1.a. reading
l1.b. math

@

CD

12. General education classroom teachers should implement more differentiated and flexible instructional
practices to address the needs of a more diverse student body.

CD

C?)

®

@

®

13. General education classroom teachers would be able to implement more differentiated and flexible
interventions if they had additional staff support.

CD

C?)

®

@

®

14. The use of additional interventions in the general education classroom would result in success for more
CD
C?)
®
@
®
students.
15. Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would result in fewer referrals to problemsolving teams and placements in special education.

CD

C?)

®

@

®

16. The "severity" of a student's academic problem is determined not by how far behind the student is in terms
of his/her academic performance but by how quickly the student responds to intervention.
CD
C?)
@

®

®

17. The "severity" of a student's behavioral problem is determined not by how inappropriate a student is in
terms of his/her behavioral performance but by how quickly the student responds to intervention.
CD
C?)
@

®

®

18. The results of IQ and achievement testing can be used to identify effective interventions for students with
learning and behavior problems.

CD

C?)

®

@

®

19. Many students currently identified as "LD" do not have a disability, rather they came to school "not ready"
to learn or fell too far behind academically for the available interventions to close the gap sufficiently.
CD
C?)
@

®

®

20. Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more accurate than using only "teacher
CD
C?)
®
@
®
judgment."
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SD

D

N

A

SA

21. Evaluating a student's response to interventions is a more effective way of determining what a student is
capable of achieving than using scores from "tests" (e.g., IQ/Achievement test).

CD

(?)

Q)

®

G)

22. Additional time and resources should be allocated first to students who are not reaching benchmarks (i.e.,
general education standards) before significant time and resources are directed to students who are at or
CD
(?)
Q)
® G)
above benchmarks.
23. Graphing student data makes it easier for one to make decisions about student performance and needed
CD
(?)
Q)
® G)
interventions.
24. A student's parents (guardian) should be involved in the problem solving process as soon as a teacher has a
CD
(?)
Q)
® G)
concern about the student.
25. Students respond better to interventions when their parent (guardian) is involved in the development and
CD
(?)
Q)
® G)
implementation of those interventions
26. All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient support.

CD

®

(?)

27. The goal of assessment is to generate and measure effectiveness of instructionlintervention.

CD

(?)

Q)

®

G)

28. Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all students achieve basic skills in reading and
CD
(?)
Q)
®
G)
math.
29. Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students.

CD

®

30. Response to Intervention offers benefits for advanced students.

CD

®

31. Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students.

CD

®

32. I have had comprehensive training in and use differentiated instruction to teach students with diverse
CD (?) Q)
® G)
learning needs.
33. I have access to professional development activities that are needed to implement Response to Intervention.

CD

(?)

Q)

®

G)

34. I have access to support needed to implement new skills following professional development activities.

CD

(?)

Q)

®

G)
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35. I have access to necessary instructional materials that need to implement Response to Intervention.
CD
~
@

®

36. Response to Intervention is an effective intervention model.

CD

37. I have sufficient administrative support to implement Response to Intervention.
~
38. I've changed the way that I teach since implementing Response to Intervention.

CD

CD
What do you think is the purpose of Response to Intervention?

THANK YOU

~

~
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Beliefs Survey
(Adapted from the Florida Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Statewide Project)
FormB
Directions: For items 1-4 below, please place a check mark next to the response option that best
represents your answer.
1. Job Description:
D Teacher-General Education D Teacher-Special Education D Reading Specialist/Instructional Support
Other (Please specify):

2. Years of Experience in Education:
D Less than 1 year D 1 - 4 years D 5-9 years D 10 - 14 years D 15-19 years D 20-24 years
D 25 or more years D Not applicable

3. What percentage of your students receives special education services:
D Less than 5% D 6 -15% D 16-25% D 26-50% D more than 50%
4. Highest Degree Earned:
D B.A.IB.S. D M.A.lM.S. D Ed.S. D Ph.D.lEd.D. Other (Please specify):
5. Year Highest Degree was Attained: _ _ _ _ __

Directions: Using the scale belovv, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the
follmving statements by shading in the circle that best represents your response.
1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)
2= Disagree (D)
3= Neutral (N)
4= Agree (A)
5= Strongly Agree (SA)
SD
D
N
A
SA
6. I believe in the philosophy of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) even if I disagree with some of the
requirements.
CD
(?)
Q)
®

(3)

7. Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the students achieving benchmarks in
7.a. reading
CD (?)
Q)
®
(3)
7.b. math

CD

(?)

Q)

®

(3)

8. The primary function of supplemental instruction is to ensure that students meet grade-level benchmarks in
8.a. reading
CD (?)
Q)
®
(3)
8.b. math

CD

(?)

Q)

®

Q)
Q)

®
®

9. The majority of students with learning disabilities achieve grade-level benchmarks in
9. a. reading
9.b. math

CD
CD

(?)
(?)

(3)
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SD
D
10. The majority of students with behavioral problems (Emotional Disturbance) achieve
benchmarks in
CD
1O.a. reading
CD
1O.b. math

A
N
grade-level
@
@

SA

®
®

11. Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. Specific Learning Disability; Emotional Disturbance) who are
receiving special education services are capable of achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general education
standards) in
@
CD
®
l1.a. reading
l1.b. math

CD

@

®

12. General education classroom teachers should implement more differentiated and flexible instructional
practices to address the needs of a more diverse student body.

CD

(l)

@

®

~

13. General education classroom teachers would be able to implement more differentiated and flexible
interventions if they had additional staff support.

CD

(l)

@

®

~

14. The use of additional interventions in the general education classroom would result in success for more
CD
(l)
@
®
~
students.
15. Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would result in fewer referrals to problemsolving teams and placements in special education.

CD

(l)

@

®

~

16. The "severity" of a student's academic problem is determined not by how far behind the student is in terms
of his/her academic performance but by how quickly the student responds to intervention.

CD

(l)

@

®

~

17. The "severity" of a student's behavioral problem is determined not by how inappropriate a student is in
terms of his/her behavioral performance but by how quickly the student responds to intervention.

CD

(l)

@

®

~

18. The results of IQ and achievement testing can be used to identify effective interventions for students with
learning and behavior problems.

CD

(l)

@

®

~

19. Many students currently identified as "LD" do not have a disability, rather they came to school "not ready"
to learn or fell too far behind academically for the available interventions to close the gap sufficiently.

CD

(l)

@

®

~

20. Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more accurate than using only "teacher
CD
(l)
@
®
~
judgment."
21. Evaluating a student's response to interventions is a more effective way of determining what a student is
capable of achieving than using scores from "tests" (e.g., IQ/Achievement test).

CD

(l)

@

®

~
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SD

D

N

A

SA

22. Additional time and resources should be allocated first to students who are not reaching benchmarks (i.e.,
general education standards) before significant time and resources are directed to students who are at or
CD ~
@
® ~
above benchmarks.
23. Graphing student data makes it easier for one to make decisions about student performance and needed
CD
~
@
® ~
interventions.
24. A student's parents (guardian) should be involved in the problem solving process as soon as a teacher has a
concern about the student.
CD
~
@
®
~
25. Students respond better to interventions when their parent (guardian) is involved in the development and
CD ~
@
®
~
implementation of those interventions
26. All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient support.
CD ~
27. The goal of assessment is to generate and measure effectiveness of instructionlintervention.
CD
~
@

®

~

28. Response to Intervention is an effective method for helping all students achieve basic skills in reading and
CD ~
@
® ~
math.

29. I have attended professional development related to Response to Intervention.

CD

~

CD

30. I understand the Response to Intervention model.

31. I have had comprehensive training in and use differentiated instruction to teach students with diverse
CD ~
@
® ~
learning needs.
32. I would be interested in learning more about Response to Intervention.

CD
33. Response to Intervention model should be implemented at my school.
34. Response to Intervention is an effective intervention model.

CD
CD

35. I know where to access information related to Response to Intervention.

CD
36. Response to Intervention offers benefits for average students.

CD

®
®
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SD

D

N

A

37. Response to Intervention offers benefits for advanced students.

CD

@)

38. Response to Intervention offers benefits for struggling students.

CD

@)

What do you think is the purpose of Response to Intervention?

THANKYOUI

SA
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TRUSTe Privacy Program
SurveyMonkey.com is a licensee of the TRUSTe Privacy Program. TRUSTe is an independent,
non-profit organization whose mission is to build user's trust and confidence in the Internet by
promoting the use of fair information practices. This privacy statement covers the Web site
htlp://www,-~m}'~_ymQnk_~gol1}. Because this Web site wants to demonstrate its commitment to
your privacy, it has agreed to disclose its information practices and have its privacy practices
reviewed for compliance by TRUSTe. If you have questions or concerns regarding this
statement, you should first contact Chris Finley atsllPJ!011g:vsurv~lD9DJ~jl._~QlJl. If you do not
receive acknowledgement of your inquiry or your inquiry has not been satisfactorily addressed,
you should contact TRUSTe at htIJ2;LL~_y,~~.tI:Jl~1~_,_QIg!i~gl10~Llf!~1~){~~l1CJlc1Ol>ZS:9I!mJ~tillLmm
TRUSTe will then serve as a liaison with us to resolve your concerns. SurveyMonkey.com
complies with the EU Safe Harbor framework as set forth by the Department of Commerce
regarding the collection, use, and retention of data from the European Union. This list can be
found at: hI! 12~LL,"~~QjJl!. dQ£"gQ~:Lli(Lt'eh(lrboJ:L~Jjlj~L11'illW~Qem~ek;LQD~gOll.

Information Collection
You may view some areas of our site for free and register for a free account. We collect
information such as your name, address, email. We use this information to contact you about the
services on our site in which you have expressed interest.
You have the option to provide demographic information (such as income level and gender) to
us; we encourage you to submit this information so we can provide you a more personalized
experience on our site.
If you purchase a product or service from us, we request certain personally identifiable
information from you on our order form. You must provide contact information (such as name,
email, and shipping address) and financial information (such as credit card number, expiration
date ).
We use this information for billing purposes and to fill your orders. If we have trouble
processing an order, we will use this information to contact you.
When you register for SurveyMonkey.com, you will receive a short welcome email. If you opt to
receive newsletters from us, you will receive a monthly email. As a paid subscriber, you will
receive emails regarding your account status and billing.
We will not use the information collected from your surveys in any way, shape, or form. In
addition, any other material you provide us (including images, email addresses, etc.) will be held
in the strictest confidence.
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In addition, we do not collect personally identifiable information about you except when you
specifically provide this information on a voluntary basis. We will make every effort to ensure
that whatever information you provide will be maintained in a secure environment.

Log Files
As is true of most Web sites, we gather certain information automatically and store it in log files.
This information includes internet protocol (IP) addresses, browser type, internet service
provider (ISP), referring/exit pages, operating system, date/time stamp, and clickstream data.
We use this information, which does not identify individual users, to analyze trends, to
administer the site, to track users' movements around the site and to gather demographic
information about our user base as a whole.
We do not link this automatically-collected data to personally identifiable information.

Cookies
"Cookies" are small text files a website can use to recognize repeat users. SurveyMonkey.com
uses cookies to recognize visitors and more quicldy provide personalized content or grant you
unimpeded access to the website. With cookies enabled, you will not need to fill in password or
contact information.
Information gathered through cookies also helps us measure use of our website. Cookie data
allow us to track usage behavior and compile data that we can use to improve the site. This data
will be used in aggregate form; no specific users will be tracked.
Generally, cookies work by assigning a unique number to the user that has no meaning outside of
the Web site that he or she is visiting. You can easily turn off cookies. Most browsers have a
feature that allows the user to refuse cookies or issues a warning when cookies are being sent.
However, our site will not function properly without cookies. Enabling cooldes ensures a
smooth, efficient visit to our website.
We use a third-party tracking service that uses cookies to track non-personally identifiable
information about visitors to our site in the aggregate to capture usage and volume statistics to
help us improve our site. We have no access or control over these cookies.
This privacy statement covers the use of cookies
cover the use of cooldes by any third party.

bYWYl'\y.~sJ!lY§~'L!lLQnl~Y&Qll1

only and does not

Information Use
SurveyMonkey.com reserves the right to perform statistical analyses of user behavior and
characteristics. We do this in order to measure interest in and use of the various areas of the
website.
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SurveyMonkey.com collects IP addresses for system administration and record keeping. Your IP
address is automatically assigned to your computer when you use the World Wide Web. Our
servers record incoming IP addresses. The IP addresses are analyzed only in aggregate; no
connection is made between you and your computer's IP address. By tracking IP addresses, we
can determine which sites refer the most people to SurveyMonkey.com. (Think of an IP address
like your zip code; it tells us in general terms where you're from.)

Communications from the Site
Service~ rela t ed

AnJl1lmmcemen ts

We will send you strictly service-related announcements on rare occasions when it is necessary
to do so. For instance, if our service is temporarily suspended for maintenance, we might send
you an email.
Generally, you may not opt-out of these communications, which are not promotional in nature. If
you do not wish to receive them, you have the option to deactivate your account.
Custmner Service

Based upon the personally identifiable information you provide us, we will send you a
welcoming email to verify your username and password. We will also communicate with you in
response to your inquiries, to provide the services you request, and to manage your account. We
will communicate with you by email or telephone, in accordance with your wishes.

If you wish to subscribe to our newsletter(s), we will use your name and email address to send
the newsletter to you. Out of respect for your privacy, we provide you a way to unsubscribe.
Please see the "Opting out" section.

Sending Ennails on User's Behalf

We also send survey invitation emails on behalf of our customers. The customer's email list is
stored on our system, but is not used by SurveyMonkey.com in any other way. The emails sent
on our customer's behalf appear to come from the customer's email address.
Surveys or

Conh~sts

From time-to-time we may provide you the opportunity to participate in contests or surveys on
our site. If you participate, we will request certain personally identifiable information from you.
Participation in these surveys or contests is completely voluntary and you therefore have a choice
whether or not to disclose this information. The requested information typically includes contact
information (such as name and shipping address), and demographic information (such as zip
code).
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We use this information to notify contest winners and to monitor site traffic or personalize the
site (in the case of anonymous information collected in surveys).
Testinum»als
We post testimonials from time to time. We always receive permission to post prior to posting.

Sharing Information
Service Providers
We use other third parties to provide billing services on our site. When you purchase a service
from us, we will share contact and credit card information as necessary for the third party to
provide that service.
These third parties are prohibited from using your personally identifiable information for any
other purpose including their own marketing purposes.

Opting Out
Upon request, SurveyMonkey.com will allow any user to opt out of our monthly newsletter. You
can contact us through ourlj§J12J~J~IliC;I or follow the unsubscribe instructions included in each
promotional email sent to you including the newsletter.
For more information regarding opting out of any mailing from SurveyMonkey.com, please visit
our HelpC:=eIIL~!'.

Links to Other Sites
This Web site contains links to other sites that are not owned or controlled by
SurveyMonkey.com. Please be aware that we, SurveyMonkey.com, are not responsible for the
privacy practices of such other sites.
We encourage you to be aware when you leave our site and to read the privacy statements of
each and every Web site that collects personally identifiable information.
This privacy statement applies only to information collected by this Web site.

Access to Personally Identifiable Information
If your personally identifiable information changes, or if you no longer desire our service, you
may correct, update, delete or deactivate it by making the change on our My Account page or by
em ailing our Customer Support at~lmJ~()!J_cg)sl!rv~YJ]lQL1k~y.C~JI1 or by contacting us by telephone
or postal mail at the contact information listed below. We will respond to any request for access
within 30 days.
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Legal Disclaimer
We reserve the right to disclose your personally identifiable information as required by law and
when we believe that disclosure is necessary to protect our rights and/or to comply with a
judicial proceeding, court order, or legal process served on our Web site

General Security Policy
SurveyMonkey.com is aware of your privacy concerns and strives to collect only as much data as
is required to make your SurveyMonkey experience as efficient and satisfying as possible, in the
most unobtrusive manner as possible.
The security of your personal information is important to us. When you enter sensitive
information (such as credit card number and/or social security number) on our registration or
order forms, we encrypt that information using secure socket layer technology (SSL).
We follow generally accepted industry standards to protect the personal information submitted to
us, both during transmission and once we receive it. No method of transmission over the Internet,
or method of electronic storage, is 100% secure, however. Therefore, while we strive to use
commercially acceptable means to protect your personal information, we cannot guarantee its
absolute security.
If you have any questions about security on our Web site, you can send email us at
:'illQP9 rt0~~L1JY e YJ11 0J:tl~~YJ~Qm

Changes in this Privacy Statement
If we decide to change our privacy policy, we will post those changes to this privacy statement,
the home page, and other places we deem appropriate so that you are aware of what information
we collect, how we use it, and under what circumstances, if any, we disclose it.
We reserve the right to modify this privacy statement at any time, so please review it frequently.
If we make material changes to this policy, we will notify you here, by email, or by means of a
prominent notice on our home page.

Contact Us
If you have any questions or suggestions regarding our privacy policy, please contact us at:

Online Support: httP:/6I1!w~\I{_0..~.LL\L~Yln()nkey.col11/Hc.bl~ente[
Phone: 503-225-1202
Fax: 503-225-1200
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Mailing Address: SurveyMonkey.com
1331 NW Lovejoy St., Suite 720
Portland, OR 97209
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Appendix F
Permission to use Beliefs Survey
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On 9/14/09 12:35 PM, "Curtis, Michael" <Curtis@tempest.coedu.usf.edu> wrote:
Hi Jaci,
You have our pennission to use the beliefs survey that we developed. I am copying Jose

Castillo, our Project Evaluator who has been central to efforts to develop all of our instruments.
He is much more knowledgeable about the instrument, its development, and use. He may not get
back to you right away as they had a baby just last Thursday. But, I am sure he will as soon as he
has time.
Mike
On 9114/098:57 AM, "Jacqlyn Zarabba" jzarabba@wssd.org wrote:
Dear Dr. Curtis,
My name is Jaci Zarabba and I am a Psy. D. student in the school psychology program at
PCOM. I'm currently facilitating implementation of RtI in my district and I've become
increasingly aware of the importance of assessing teacher beliefs when trying to enact systems
level change. As such, I will be exploring the relationship between teacher beliefs and level of
satisfaction with RtI implementation for my dissertation. I have spoken to Diane Smallwood,
who is on my dissertation committee, for direction in this area. She suggested I look into your
research at USF. In the process of doing so, I see that the beliefs survey that you have developed
would be a good fit for the type of data I'd like to collect. May I have permission to use the
survey as part of my data collection process? Additionally, given the context of my current
project, would you be able to suggest any papers/presentations I could review for further
research into this topic?
Thank you for considering this request. Your assistance is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely, Jaci Zarabba

